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St. Louis Pork ll/14/t2 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Transitway project. The EIS process includes the preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), which must be made available for public review and comment. 

The DE IS discusses: I I) the purpose and need for the project; (2) the alternatives considered; (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives; and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DEIS will be accepted through December 11, 2012. All comments must be received by that 
dale. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held in November 2012. To learn more about the hearings. please visit 
www.southwesttransitway.org 
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St. Louis Pork 11/14/12 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and sta te environmenta l rules require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Transitway project. The EIS process includes the preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS). which must be made available for public review and comment. 

The DEIS discusses: ( 1) the purpose and need for the project: (2) the alternatives considered: (3) the impacts o f 
these alterna tives: and (4) the agencies and persons consulted . 

Comments on the DEIS will be accepted through December 11 , 2012. All comments must be received by that 
date. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held in November 2012. To learn more about the hearings. please visit 
www .soulhwesl tr·ansilway.orq 
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Sl. Louis F'mk 11/14/12 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that on Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Tronsitwoy project. The EIS process includes the preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DE IS), which must be mode available for pub1'1c review and comment. 

The DEIS discusses: (I) the purpose and need for the project; (2) the alternatives considered; (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives: and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DEIS will be accepted through December 11,2012. All comments must be received by that 
date. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held in November 2012. To learn more about the hearings, please visit 
vvww .sou t h'Nest tr·onsit woy .orq 
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Hello my name is Sharon Lehrman. I grew up in the Birchwood neighborhood 
in a home on 27th and Xenwood that my parents owned for almost 50 years. 
My husband and I are homeowners of 18 years in the same neighborhood on 
26th and Vernon. There's a special bond and pride for those of us who grew 
up here in SLP. Some of you may have seen the Nov 6 article in the NY Times 
called Minnesota Mirror written by Pulitzer prize winner, author, and 
columnist Thomas Friedman. He came here to look at the election through 
the window of his hometown of St. Louis Park. Tommy is also an old family 
friend and we graduated together from SLP high school. He often talks about 
how growing up in SLP is the anchor and moral compass that keeps him 
grounded and "normal." AS A PERSON WHO GREW UP HERE, LIVED IN CA, 
and came back, I can say there really is something about MN nice. 

I AM VERY WORRIED THAT THE REROUTING OF FREIGHT TRAINS IS 
CONSIDERED A DONE DEAL. In a Nov 4 Star Tribune article our mayor Jeff 
Jacobs is quoted as saying opposing the freight reroute "is like being opposed 
to winter--you can oppose it but it's coming." And in a Nov 13 Star Tribune 
article Commissioner Gail Dorfman is quoted as saying I think this is a win
win for St. Louis Park in all respects, as long as we adequately mitigate for the 
freight rail. I just don't see how THIS IS A WIN WIN FOR SLP And that's why 
I'm here tonight to speak out for my neighborhood. THIS WILL COST 
taxpayers at least $123M more than co-location in the Kenilworth corridor 
without any additional cost of mitigation. Why has full mitigation been 
omitted from the DE IS plan for the reroute? 

But the most IMPORTANT ISSUE for me IS THAT THE REROUTE 4· is a disaster 
waiting to happen. This really comes down to the safety of our residents. 

So I am asking those of you who will have the power to make this decision, 
how will you feel when the first SLP high school student is killed and the first 
car is hit on Library Lane because those extra long trains don't have time to 
stop and the first derailment spills railcars into the backyards of those homes 
along the tracks because there's not an adequate safety buffer? Will you be 
there to console those parents, those families, and those residents? Will you 
be able to sleep at night knowing you made this decision? Because once the 
decision is made and the tracks are built, there's no going back. 

I IMPLORE YOU to reconsider the co-location option. It is a viable option with 
fewer safety concerns which will cost significantly less money to build. I'm 
counting on you to do the right thing and uphold our MN nice standards. 
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St.Louis Pork 11/14/12 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Transitway project. The EIS process includes the preparation ot a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS). which must be made available for public review and comment. 

The DE IS discusses: (I) the purpose and need for the project; (2) the alternatives considered; (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives; and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DEIS will be accepted through December 11, 2012. All comments must be received by that 
date. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held in November 2012. To learn rnore about the hearings. please visit 
www .sou tl1west tronsitwoy .or<~J 

Narne: ____________________________________________________________________________ ___ 

Address: -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

City /State/Zip: ______________________________________________________________________ _ 

Telephone: _______________________ Email: ______________________________________________ _ 

Thank you! 
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St. Louis Pork II /14/12 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared tor 
the proposed Southwest Transitwoy project. The EIS process includes the preparation of o Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS). which must be made available for public review and comment. 

The DE IS discusses: (I) the purpose and need for the project: (2) the alternatives considered: (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives: and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DE IS will be accepted through December 11, 2012. All comments must be received by that 
dale. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DE IS will be held In November 2012. To learn more about the hearings. please visit 
www .southwesl I ro nsitwoy .org 
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  1 P R O C E E D I N G S

  2 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Good evening.  I

  3   will call to order this hearing.  I apologize for the

  4   technical difficulties here.

  5 I'm Peter McLaughlin, and I'm Chair of

  6   Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority.  I am

  7   pleased to welcome you here tonight to the last of three

  8   public hearings to receive comments on the Southwest

  9   Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement, or the

 10   DEIS as it is called.  We're happy to see all of you here

 11   tonight.  The attendance has been good at all of these

 12   hearings.  It's important to have that participation as

 13   we explore the development on the Southwest line.

 14 The Southwest line will be the region's

 15   third LRT line.  It's a critical link in the regional

 16   transit system.  It's estimated to serve 30,000 trips per

 17   day and to provide access to more than 270,000 jobs in

 18   this corridor in the relatively near future.  That

 19   includes, as you all probably know, major corporations;

 20   Cargill and United Health just to name a few.

 21 In addition, this line will provide a link

 22   to some of the greatest amenities within the region,

 23   whether it be the regional park system, the Walker Art

 24   Institute and Sculpture Garden, the Hopkins Center for

 25   the Arts, all the way to the University of Minnesota on a
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  1   single seat ride through Downtown, the Dunwoody

  2   Institute, Hennepin Technical College, as well as major

  3   sports facilities at the Metrodome, Target Center, and

  4   Target Field.

  5 It's also going to allow residents of the

  6   Southwest Metro to connect easily and quickly to Downtown

  7   to Minneapolis, the Capitol in Downtown St. Paul, easy

  8   transfers to the airport and the Mall of America.  At the

  9   same time, it will allow residents of North Minneapolis,

 10   St. Paul, and the rest of the region to access jobs out

 11   here along this corridor from the Southwest region.

 12 So it's my pleasure to welcome you here

 13   today.  I want to mention that in Chapter 8 of the Draft

 14   Environmental Impact Statement, published in October of

 15   this year, an error was made by the consulting firm,

 16   which incorrectly stated the cost estimate for the LRT

 17   3A-1 colocation alternative, which the cost was

 18   understated by $100 million.  This correction was caught

 19   by our staff, and the staff at the Metro Transit, and we

 20   wanted to make sure that as soon as we became aware that

 21   it actually had reappeared in the final version, that

 22   everyone was informed of the error that was made prior to

 23   the close of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

 24   public comment period, which is scheduled to close on

 25   December 31st.
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  1 Public comments that were received prior to

  2   issuance of this correction will not be affected.

  3   They're still part of the public record.  It won't be

  4   altered in any way and will be included fully in the

  5   record of comments that will be received by the

  6   Metropolitan Council and the Federal Transit

  7   Administration during the final environmental impact

  8   statement process.

  9 So with that, I would turn to my colleague,

 10   who represents a portion of Eden Prairie and the

 11   Southwest line, Jan Callison.

 12 COMMISSIONER CALLISON:  Good evening.  I

 13   will speak as loudly as I can.  I'm Jan Callison.  I

 14   represent the northern third of Eden Prairie, as well as

 15   Hopkins and Edina, all cities that are either on the

 16   route or adjacent to the route, so I also want to welcome

 17   you here tonight.

 18 Planning for the Southwest project began

 19   many years ago by the Hennepin County Regional Railroad

 20   Authority, which was interested in improving transit and

 21   service for the growing Southwest Metro area.  After many

 22   years of analysis and numerous studies, the Hennepin

 23   County Regional Rail Authority and the Partner Cities

 24   recommended that an LRT line brought through Kenilworth

 25   area of Minneapolis, through St. Louis Park and Hopkins,
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  1   through the Opus area of Minnetonka and the Golden

  2   Triangle area of Eden Prairie made sense.

  3 This recommendation was sent to the

  4   Metropolitan Council -- I think it's on -- which then

  5   selected that route as what is called the locally

  6   preferred alternative in May of 2010.  Now I'll have to

  7   speak more softly.

  8 This was one of the first major milestones

  9   for the Southwest LRT project on its journey from an idea

 10   to reality.  This was followed by approval in September

 11   2011 from the Federal Transit Administration, or FTA,

 12   that the project could enter the Federal New Starts

 13   Program and proceed with preliminary engineering.

 14   Southwest LRT is one of only 12 projects nationwide to

 15   achieve this status.

 16 Recently the Obama Administration

 17   designated Southwest LRT as a project under their We

 18   Can't Wait Program, where projects are expedited through

 19   the permit and review process through early coordination

 20   and collaboration amongst agencies.  And at the State

 21   level, the Southwest LRT project received $2 million in

 22   DEED funds from the Government, which demonstrates the

 23   State commitment to this project.

 24 In October, with the long-awaited release

 25   of the DEIS, the Southwest LRT project achieved another
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  1   milestone.  This document is an important step in the

  2   development of the major infrastructure project like

  3   Southwest.  The DEIS is intended to provided for the full

  4   and open disclosure of the potential impacts and

  5   potential mitigation for the proposed Southwest LRT

  6   project.  Comments submitted on the DEIS will help to

  7   shape what is evaluated during the preliminary

  8   engineering process and the Final Environmental Impact

  9   Statement, or FEIS.

 10 Hennepin County also established the

 11   Southwest LRT as a community works project as an

 12   innovative mechanism to coordinate implementation of LRT

 13   with land use and economic development.  So this major

 14   regional transit investment will benefit residents,

 15   businesses, and communities and provide opportunities for

 16   us all.

 17 I'll turn it back over to you.

 18 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you,

 19   Commissioner Callison.

 20 So the goal of the Environmental Impact

 21   Statement is to provide the public and public agencies,

 22   businesses, and the whole community with full disclosure

 23   of the potential impacts of this project and possible

 24   ways to mitigate those impacts.  That's the purpose of

 25   the Environmental Impact Statement.
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  1 The FTA has chosen to extend the comment

  2   period until 5:00 p.m. on December 31st.  And these

  3   comments are important because they help to shape the

  4   work of the Metropolitan Council on the -- which will be

  5   leading this project as we go forward during the

  6   preliminary engineering process, and they will be

  7   reflected in the final Environmental Impact Statement.

  8 Tonight we're here as representatives of

  9   the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority to listen

 10   to your comments.  The purpose of this hearing and the

 11   other two that occurred earlier is to provided the public

 12   with the opportunity to give verbal comments on the DEIS.

 13   In addition to providing verbal comments this evening,

 14   comments can also be submitted via e-mail at

 15   swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us; wcooridor@cohennepin.mn.us;

 16   or via U.S. Mail to Hennepin County, 701 4th Avenue

 17   South, Suite 400, Minneapolis 55015.

 18 Comments provided in writing receive the

 19   same weight as comments received during the public

 20   hearings, so there's no differentiation in terms of the

 21   weight afforded to the comments depending on the forum in

 22   which they're offered.

 23 For this DEIS, Hennepin County is the state

 24   responsible governmental unit, or RGU; the Federal

 25   Transit Administration is the lead federal agency; and
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  1   the Metropolitan Council is the local project sponsor.

  2   Comments received during this public comment period,

  3   which extends through December 31st, are being collected

  4   by Hennepin County and will be provided to the

  5   Metropolitan Council and the FTA.  All substantive

  6   comments received will be responded to during the

  7   preliminary engineering FEIS phases of project

  8   development.  The County Railroad Authority will continue

  9   to be a strong partner as the project moves forward under

 10   the leadership of the FTA and the Metropolitan Council.

 11 In terms of logistics for the evening, the

 12   rules are the same as the -- in our previous hearings.

 13   Each speaker will have three minutes to provide his or

 14   her comments.  The speakers will be given a signal on

 15   timing to help them gauge the pace of their comments, a

 16   signal for two minutes remaining, and then a one-minute

 17   remaining signal.  And then at the end of the three

 18   minutes, we'd ask you to wrap up your comments.

 19 Comments are being transcribed for the

 20   formal record by a stenographer.  Speakers should clearly

 21   state their name, address, and organization, if they

 22   represent one, if any.  And the people should limit their

 23   comments to the Southwest Draft Environmental Impact

 24   Statement.  Written statements, in addition to oral

 25   comments, are also very much welcome and will be added to
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  1   the formal record of oral comments received.

  2 Speakers in the audience are asked to

  3   conduct themselves in a respectful manner.  That's been

  4   the practice here over the last two hearings.  We ask you

  5   to be courteous to all who have come here tonight to

  6   speak and share their comments; and, in that regard, we

  7   ask that there be no clapping, cheering, booing, or other

  8   actions that might disrupt.  So that's -- those are the

  9   rules of the game, and we'd ask you to abide by those

 10   tonight.

 11

 12

 13

 14

 15

 16

 17

 18

 19

So with that, I will -- I will take 

  testimony here.  We have a list of people who have signed 

  up.  The sign-up is continuing.  You can sign up out 

  front.  And, frankly, at the end, if you haven't 

  testified and wish to do so, we'll take hands at the end, 

  as well, and people can approach the mic without having 

  signed up.  So again, we ask you to state your name and 

  address; and if you represent an organization, to state 

  that and try to abide by the three-minute warning.

 20 The first speaker on my list who's signed

 21   up is Jason Wedel or Wedel -- Wedel.  Okay -- from Allan

 22   Mechanical.  Welcome, sir.

 23 MR. WEDEL:  Thank you, Commissioner.

 24 We really appreciate the opportunity to

 25   provide our comments this evening.  Again, I am Jason
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  1   Wedel.  My address is 7875 Fuller Road in Eden Prairie.

  2   I'm representing Allan Mechanical, a business that is

  3   owned by my father and brother.  We're commenting this

  4   evening about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

  5 There are four proposed operation and

  6   maintenance facility locations.  One of those locations

  7   would -- details acquiring our property, or acquiring our

  8   property to construct that; so we wanted to go on record

  9   as being opposed to the acquisition of our property for

 10   that operation and maintenance facility for a number of

 11   reasons.  I've got five I'd like to go through quickly.

 12 First, our property is very unique in that

 13   the current zoning allows outdoor storage.  That's

 14   critical for our business.  We are a commercial heating

 15   and air-conditioning business.  We get large equipment

 16   delivered to our property and stockpiled, and we store it

 17   outside.  Anyone familiar with local city planning, it's

 18   very difficult to find locations where outdoor storage is

 19   available, so that's critical for us.

 20 Secondly, we have immediate access to

 21   County Highway 5 where the road intersects County Highway

 22   5 where the highway turns into freeway.  It works

 23   wonderful for us.  We're able to service our clients

 24   throughout the entire Metro area.

 25 Thirdly, we now have enough room on our
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  1   property when we purchased it because of that, so we have

  2   plans for an expansion.  We've gone through the expense

  3   of doing some planning for our building and had talks

  4   with the Cities on how we can accommodate our growth in

  5   the future.  Any relocation would prohibit that.

  6 Fourthly, we do have a cell phone tower

  7   that currently leases property from us.  That's a source

  8   of revenue for us; and if we were forced to relocate, we

  9   would lose that potential revenue stream.

 10 Lastly, we have a lot of very expensive and

 11   specialized equipment that we use to construct duct

 12   working and other components that are critical to heating

 13   and air-conditioning systems, and so to have to relocate

 14   our business and move elsewhere would be very expensive.

 15 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 16   much.

 17 MR. WEDEL:  Thank you.

 18 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Randy Neis, and

 19   then Geoffrey Jarpe on deck after that.

 20 How'd I do on your name?

 21 MR. WILLIAMS:  I am not Randy Neis.

 22 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Okay.

 23 MR. WILLIAMS:  He's back there, and I'm

 24   speaking on behalf of our organization.

 25 I am Steve Williams, on behalf of Bobby and
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  1   Steve's Auto World.

  2 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Are you Steve?

  3   The Steve?

  4 MR. WILLIAMS:  There's two Steves.  We

  5   happen to have both Steves in the meeting here tonight.

  6 But also recognize that Steve Anderson and

  7   his wife Erin are here representing our organization.

  8 And I am certain that you commissioners are

  9   going to hear a lot of opposition, and probably some in

 10   favor, depending on who's impacted and what alignment you

 11   ultimately choose.

 12 What makes our situation a little bit

 13   different, we wanted to be here to go on the record as

 14   being opposed to, and it's not alignment that you've got

 15   drawn right now.  Eden Prairie is actually looking at

 16   changing the alignment through the city here and getting

 17   it closer to the -- the mall, which would go down -- one

 18   of the proposals is down Singletree.

 19 And what makes our situation really -- I

 20   hate to use this word -- criminal, but we just built this

 21   flagship store with the help of the city council of Eden

 22   Prairie, and nine months, 10 months after we build it,

 23   they come to us saying that there's a proposal of

 24   realigning the light rail down Singletree.  Well, that's

 25   the entrance of our new flagship store in Eden Prairie.

4131

mferna10
Text Box
F0

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
M2

mferna10
Text Box
F0



Public Hearing, 11/29/2012 Page: 13

 612-339-0545    * Paradigm Reporting & Captioning *   800-545-9668 #67545
www.paradigmreporting.com

  1   And it was just an absolute shock that we would have such

  2   a close working relationship with Eden Prairie in

  3   building our facility across from the mall only to have

  4   them 10 months later tell us that they are looking at one

  5   of three options to realign the light rail.

  6 And so I want to go on record as strongly

  7   opposing the light rail going down Singletree and the

  8   impact.  Obviously, if you look at what happened to

  9   University businesses, it's a negative impact at any --

 10   any route that you take, I'm sure.  But to all of a

 11   sudden have them promoting a Singletree alignment when

 12   they were promoting us 10 months earlier would be

 13   shameful.

 14 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 15   much.

 16

       
Geoffrey Jarpe, and Barbara Fleet on

 17   deck.

 18 MR. JARPE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  It's

 19   Jarpe, Geoff Jarpe.  I'm with the Minneapolis law firm

 20   Maslon Edelman Borman & Brand.  We represent the owner of

 21   the building located at 11455 Viking Drive.  That

 22   building is an office building that houses the branch of

 23   the BMO Bank, and that building had been there for quite

 24   a number of years.  It's a real asset to the area.  I

 25   want to speak against the locally preferred alternative
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  1   in one respect, insofar as it impacts in a very negative

  2   way the bank building.

  3 A very large bridge is slated to be

  4   constructed over the highways in the immediate vicinity

  5   of the bank and right next to the bank.  And I submitted

  6   a brief letter this past Monday in accordance with the

  7   Notice of Hearing and the criteria laid out in the DEIS.

  8   And I want to reiterate that we do not think, number one,

  9   that the negative impacts have been adequately addressed

 10   in the draft EIS insofar as this specific property is

 11   concerned.

 12 And, secondly, we think that the

 13   alternatives to building that bridge have not been

 14   adequately considered and dealt with in this draft EIS.

 15   We think that they -- both of those issues need to be

 16   addressed.  They need to be addressed specifically and in

 17   detail.

 18 Now, having said all that, I want to state

 19   that on behalf of the owners we stand ready, willing, and

 20   able to sit down with the appropriate people, happy to do

 21   that, and see if we can work out something here and

 22   explain our concerns, which are very serious, in greater

 23   detail.

 24 Thank you for the opportunity to be

 25   heard.
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  1 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  You did say you

  2   submitted some written comments?

  3 MR. JARPE:  Belt and suspenders, Mr.

  4   Chairman.  The letter went in this past Monday, and I

  5   wanted to reiterate our concerns here this evening.

  6 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Very good.  Thank

  7   you.

  8 Next we have Barbara Fleet, and Elaine

  9   Rothman after her.

 10 Welcome.

 11 MS. FLEET:  Welcome.  My name is Barbara

 12   Fleet.  I live at the Southwest Station condos.  It's

 13   13570 Technology Drive.  And I am totally opposed to this

 14   light rail going from Southwest Metro station to Mitchell

 15   Road.  It would be in between Highway 5 and the condos,

 16   within just a couple feet from our building.

 17 First of all, I can't even believe they

 18   even thought of it.  I mean, there's absolutely no room.

 19   And, also, I mean, I can think of all the reasons.  The

 20   noise, it's a total -- it would be a total eyesore.  The

 21   close proximity is a total invasion of our privacy.

 22 There's 237 condo units that were just

 23   built six years ago with about 500 residents that this

 24   would affect.  The vibration -- it's not just a train

 25   that is going through once an hour.  It's every seven and
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  1   a half minutes.  That's a lot.  And the condos were built

  2   on the wetlands, and we already know from the Southwest

  3   Metro station that they've had horrific problems with the

  4   settlement of the pavement just in the last couple years.

  5   Well, this could do total structural damage to our

  6   building.  That's 237 condos.

  7 Also, I think about all aspects of this.

  8   You're talking about inner city people, some very

  9   undesirable people maybe coming out on the light rail to

 10   the number one city -- voted the number one city in the

 11   whole U.S. coming out.  This could totally -- it could

 12   increase the crime, which could totally affect Eden

 13   Prairie forever.  Let's see here...

 14 If it does go through, I personally would

 15   think it should stop at the Eden Prairie Town Center and

 16   not even come into the Southwest hub because of the

 17   wetlands, should stop there and then be redirected

 18   somewhere else.  But truly, in my heart, in this economy,

 19   I think it's -- the money could be better spent somewhere

 20   else.

 21 I think that the buses -- I think they're

 22   wonderful buses, they're luxury buses, they move right

 23   along the express lane.  I think they're doing -- it just

 24   does great.  And it's almost really sinful to even think

 25   about spending this amount of -- obscene amount of money
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  1   on the light rail at this point in time in the economy.

  2 That's it.

  3 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

  4   much.

  5
             

Elaine Rothman, and then Mario Colloly.

  6 MS. ROTHMAN:  Hi.  My name is Elaine

  7   Rothman.  I live at 5305 Beachside Drive.  And if you

  8   were to come to my townhouse, I live right on the

  9   railroad, Canadian Pacific Line, and the Twin City

 10   railroad that's using it.

 11 We are constantly bombarded by the noise

 12   from the railroad, the vibration from the railroad.  My

 13   unit seems to be the stopping point for the -- I'm told

 14   the Twin City line picks up all the cars in St. Paul and

 15   brings it all the way through, and then it comes to where

 16   I sit, and they stop, and you get the bang, bang, bang,

 17   bang, bang.  And then they uncouple in Hopkins, and then

 18   they come back; and then they go forward, and then they

 19   come back; and it's constant.

 20 Today it was all day.  8 to 10 at night,

 21   you cannot have the windows or the doors open in the

 22   summertime.  It's very hard to hear.  It's enormous

 23   noise.  And I'm losing -- erosion, my yard is being

 24   eroded by these constant vibrations.  And now you're

 25   going to bring those rail -- the light rail line in about
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  1   two blocks away.  You're saying it goes right up over the

  2   blocking, and that's a -- I can't see that.  If you take

  3   a look at the railroad and what it's doing up there, and

  4   then you're going to put the light rail station right

  5   there.

  6 We also have the landfill issue right

  7   there, and I don't know if that's a -- but right now

  8   Hopkins landfill is building this huge, huge mountain in

  9   there, and that is going to sit right beside the light

 10   rail.  But if you take the Twin City line out, I'll take

 11   the light rail; but both of them together, it's going to

 12   couple and double what we already experience.  Thank

 13   you.

 14 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 15   much.

 16 Mario Colloly, and Brian Payne next.

 17 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Welcome.

 18 MR. COLLOLY:  Good afternoon.  My name is

 19   the Mario Colloly.  I live at 3301 (inaudible) South in

 20   Minneapolis.  I am a member of the Center of Workers

 21   United in Struggle that organizes low wage workers,

 22   mainly organizing with immigrant, Latino immigrants in

 23   the Twin Cities.

 24 We have -- over the five years that we've

 25   existed, we've been able to recover over $550,000 in
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  1   unpaid wages to workers.  We've also been able to change

  2   policies at 20 companies that were in direct violation of

  3   the federal and state labor laws to be able to improve

  4   working conditions for over 2,000 low wage workers.

  5 A lot of our members either live or work

  6   along the projected routes for the Southwest line.  We

  7   know that the Southwest line is going to -- is a very

  8   positive thing for our community that's going to be able

  9   to allow for more opportunities for jobs.  But we also

 10   feel there is a need for a deeper analysis in terms of

 11   the impact that it could have on low wage workers.  We

 12   see that large employers are going to only benefit

 13   economically significantly from this project, but there's

 14   a need for a deeper study in terms of low wage workers

 15   who work along the route.

 16 We see the example of the Hiawatha Line out

 17   of the Mall of America.  A lot of the workers who are

 18   working at Mall of America are still earning poverty

 19   level wages, and often we've partnered with workers who

 20   aren't even paid minimum wage.  At the same time the

 21   businesses at Mall of America benefited significantly by

 22   gaining more clients although the workers who were there

 23   didn't see an economic improvement, so we are proposing

 24   that there would be a study looking into the working

 25   conditions and wages for the workers who currently work
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  1   along the line and then a follow-up study after the line

  2   is done to see has there been a change.  What is the

  3   impact on low wage workers.

  4 Thank you for opening the time to be able

  5   to hear from us, and thank you for listening to us.

  6 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

  7   much.

  8 Next we have Brian Payne, and then John Lee

  9

 10 MR. PAYNE:  And so my name is Brian Payne.

 11   I also work at the same organization that Mario just

 12   mentioned.  I live at 3508 Oakland Avenue South in

 13   Minneapolis.  And, again, our organization represents a

 14   number of workers who live and work along the proposed

 15   routes, and that's why we're here tonight.

 16 So we're about to see the Southwest Transit

 17   rail project take significant steps to engage the diverse

 18   populations who live in the areas that would be served by

 19   the project in a forum such as this.  It's an important

 20   step towards engaging low income minority populations in

 21   the process of the development of the Southwest Transit

 22   project.

 23 We'd like to bring up two other points that

 24   are missing particularly in this study in terms of more

 25   deeply understanding the economic effects on low income

Brian. 
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  1   minority populations.  First, when we looked at the

  2   preparers, the list of preparers of the documents,

  3   they're mostly employees of two large private consulting

  4   firms.  To my knowledge, there are no low income minority

  5   members of the community represented in that list of

  6   preparers.  This means that both low income and minority

  7   populations didn't play a key role in researching and

  8   preparing the study about their own community, and that

  9   all of the funding that went towards researching

 10   preparing the study went to large private companies,

 11   rather than towards the low income minority populations

 12   who and/or work in the areas that would be effected by

 13   this project.

 14 In fact, it appears that individuals who

 15   already have access to good jobs and who do not live and

 16   work in the areas that will be served by the project are

 17   paid to do research and prepare documents about the

 18   potential impacts on low income and minority populations

 19   who do work in the areas that will be served by the

 20   project.  Then low income and minority members of the

 21   community are expected to volunteer their time to come to

 22   public forums while other people are paid to do it.

 23 Low income and minority populations who

 24   live and work along proposed routes for public transit

 25   should be engaged directly in researching potential
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  1   economic effects of proposed transit routes on their

  2   communities and should benefit from resources invested in

  3   research.

  4 To remedy the situation, we propose

  5   creating partnerships between the community organizations

  6   that represent low income and minority populations and

  7   the center for transportation studies or either similar

  8   organizations of the University of Minnesota where the

  9   organizations can hire and train members of the community

 10   to do surveys in the community, and academic partners can

 11   provide the scientific and statistical analysis for the

 12   information provided.

 13 This project can go beyond just researching

 14   potential economic impacts.  It will also provide

 15   information about workers rights and about organizations

 16   and the government agencies that defend those rights.

 17   This will be an important step towards ensuring that

 18   similar work in those organizations are not perpetuated

 19   along the Southwest line, as what was mentioned on the

 20   Hiawatha line.

 21 Secondly, we're also looking at the

 22   accessibility to the construction jobs that are going to

 23   come out from this project.  The counties in the

 24   surrounding Metro area say that 22 to 32 percent of those

 25   jobs are going to be construction jobs and should be
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  1   available to the minority community -- to minorities

  2   populations.  That goal is very rarely met in the

  3   community and may lead to specific restrictions that

  4   prevent minority populations from doing those jobs; so we

  5   propose looking into what they are -- what those

  6   restrictions are and why they're in place.

  7 Thank you very much for your time.

  8 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  We have been

  9   joined by Jennifer Mundt from the Metropolitan Council

 10   over there and State Representative Elect Yvonne Selcer

 11   in the front row.

 12 Congratulations on your election.  As a

 13   former House member, I truly want to welcome you to the

 14   House of Representatives.  It's a great experience, so

 15   thank you for representing those in the community here.

 16 All right.  Next we have John Lee, and then

 17   Cheryl Boldon.

 18 Mr. Lee, welcome.

 19 MR. LEE:  Thank you.  I'm John Lee.  I live

 20   at 5281 Beachside Drive in Minnetonka.  I want to address

 21   the issue of rail congestion that we will suffer from.

 22 The current freight line, referred to as

 23   the Bass Lake Spur, the scourge of Minnetonka, runs

 24   through our neighborhood.  Now, it was built a hundred

 25   years ago when Minnetonka and Hopkins were not densely
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  1   populated, and it made perfect sense.

  2 Today that's not the case.  It's a

  3   congested area.  Our neighborhood is going to be at the

  4   confluence of the freight line currently leased by the

  5   TC&W and the light rail line.  We're going to be hemmed

  6   by railroads.  We're all willing to pay a price for

  7   progress, but I know you're having an issue with that

  8   freight line in St. Louis Park, as well; highly

  9   controversial, lawsuits threatened.

 10 Has the Council -- in studying the rail

 11   lines, there is an option for relocating the freight west

 12   of the Twin Cities.  So my question is has the Council

 13   considered that?  They're currently proposing to move the

 14   freight line out of the Kenilworth corridor through St.

 15   Louis Park.  Highly controversial.  You've got to move it

 16   anyways.  Why not look at going back a step.  Let's back

 17   it up into rural Minnesota, western Minnesota -- that's

 18   the area it primarily serves -- and reroute it there, and

 19   then bring it into the Twin Cities, and see if they kill

 20   two birds with one stone.  That's my reason for being

 21   here.

 22 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 23   much for your comments.

 24 Cheryl Boldon, and then -- the person who

 25   was taking the names couldn't read the last name -- James
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  1   from St. Paul from IBEW Local 160.

  2 MS. BOLDON:  Hi.  My name is Cheryl Boldon,

  3   and I represent Southwest Station, L.L.C. and Southwest

  4   Station Management, L.L.C.  Address is 12900 through

  5   13300 Technology Drive in Eden Prairie.

  6 First, I'd just like to say the biggest

  7   issue that I have is the concern over the significant

  8   sinking that we have on our site.  We have sunk as much

  9   as three feet.  And with -- I have great concerns about

 10   the underground tunnel and the subsidence from disturbed

 11   subsoils for the underground tunnel and the temporary

 12   dewatering associated with the LRT construction and the

 13   possible permanent dewatering of the tunnel if the

 14   groundwater is at 8 feet at that point, then the proposed

 15   tunnel is going to be knocked down 26 feet.

 16 I would suggest that the light rail cross

 17   abovegrade so as not to interfere with traffic crossing

 18   after it.  Next it is apparent that the models used to

 19   assess the number of parking spaces needed to adequately

 20   handle the estimated ridership must be re-evaluated.  We

 21   have a sprawling metro area, which if not the most

 22   sprawling of all the states is definitely in the top

 23   three.  As such, carpooling and higher density housing

 24   models from across the country do not adequately

 25   illustrate the parking demands.
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  1 Just like the bus, Park and Ride and

  2   Southwest Station was built into obsolescence from the

  3   day it was constructed.  This is -- the concern I have is

  4   that we're using the same similar flawed data.  This

  5   miscalculation of much needed parking has put an unfair

  6   demand and a monitoring burden on the owners of the

  7   surface parking lots at Southwest Station.  My concern is

  8   that this further erroneous assessment will create even

  9   greater hardships.

 10 Then there is an error in the DEIS on page

 11   355 of Appendix H1.  It shows 13000 Technology Drive and

 12   3E parcel as having 175 existing parking spaces.  In

 13   reality that parcel has 49 spaces.  Ruby Tuesday, located

 14   at 12900 Technology Drive, and Anchor Bank, located at

 15   12950 Technology Drive, combined have in excess of 175

 16   parking stalls.  So I'm not clear what they're actually

 17   referring to in that.

 18 And I also am concerned that there appears

 19   to be no consideration for businesses related to

 20   construction, staging, noise, and high level vibrations.

 21   It seems like a major omission of the DEIS.  I had a

 22   national shopping center expert, Max Ramstead, came out

 23   and looked at the center, and he said the center will be

 24   destroyed.  And you show a taking of Anchor Bank, but not

 25   a taking of Ruby Tuesday; but you are taking all of Ruby
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  1   Tuesday's parking.

  2 So I do not understand how you can leave a

  3   building with no parking, so I'm losing my extra parking

  4   Santorini is losing all of their extra parking, and Ruby

  5   Tuesday's is losing a hundred percent of their parking,

  6   but yet their building remains.  It just makes no logical

  7   sense.  Thank you.

  8 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

  9   much.

 10 James, you're next; and Wanda Prescott

 11   after that.

 12 MR. SAMUELSON:  My name's James Samuelson.

 13   I'm with the IBEW Local 160.  I do the political

 14   coordinating work for our local.  I've been very active

 15   in this light rail project.  It employs a lot of our

 16   members throughout the whole system.  Once it becomes a

 17   running line totally, we employ our members with the

 18   Metro Transit.

 19 Also, in 2010 we had talked a lot about

 20   jobs, jobs, jobs.  Well, these things have not gone away,

 21   talking about it; but with other cities moving forward,

 22   like Denver and Houston, we can't sit on the back burner

 23   in Minneapolis, St. Paul, and in the surrounding area and

 24   go in the back steps here like -- so this project will

 25   move our state into a major growth area.
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  1 So we need to move this to get jobs.

  2   There's a lot of factories down this way.  I live

  3   Downtown St. Paul.  I have -- I'm three blocks from the

  4   depot, which is having their grand opening this Saturday.

  5   I'm looking forward to someday getting on that line and

  6   travel anywhere I possibly can, so...

  7 There was a gentleman here earlier talking

  8   about the industry for low income people to get around.

  9   With the cost of gas nowadays, a lot of those people

 10   can't even afford a car.  You can put $1.75 in the meter,

 11   and you're off to your job down here in one of these

 12   factories.  So I'm looking forward to this line being

 13   built and keep our members in a living wage job.  Thank

 14   you.

 15 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 16   much.

 17 Wanda Prescott, followed by Steve

 18   Williams.

 19 Welcome.

 20 MS. PRESCOTT:  Welcome.  I'm Wanda from the

 21   Ridgedale Group in Omaha, Nebraska; and I represent the

 22   Claremont Apartments on Smetana Drive.

 23 We're very concerned in regards to the

 24   light rail going within 90 feet away from the backside of

 25   all five of our buildings.  Right now there's an existing
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  1   trail and wooded area.  People rent those apartments

  2   because of that serene environment, and to have a train

  3   come through 332 times a day would be very adverse for

  4   the residents there.

  5 Due to the frequency, the visual noise, the

  6   vibration, and impact, we really feel like we would lose

  7   a lot of residents that currently pay a premium rate to

  8   have a trail view right now.  Also the temporary impacts

  9   of construction disturbance, tree removal, and grading,

 10   soil compaction, again, would be a great disruption to

 11   our residents; also, the visual, the sight of trains

 12   frequently passing by their windows roughly 90 feet away

 13   where now, again, they have trees and quiet; the headlamp

 14   from the train sweeping by, and also the tenants'

 15   knowledge of hundreds of people passing by their window

 16   every night, again, within 90 feet; also, the noise, the

 17   sound of the trains going through.

 18 We understand that Minnetonka has a quiet

 19   zone ordinance in effect right now, but the City doesn't

 20   know if the LRT project will comply with that because of

 21   the border on Hopkins; so again we're very concerned

 22   about the noise and the train horns, the warning bells,

 23   and also the vibration, the settling of our buildings.

 24   We are built on a wetland, so we're very concerned about

 25   the continual vibration.
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  1 We have also submitted in writing from

  2   Jerry Van, from our development department, written

  3   concerns, as well.  Thank you.

  4 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

  5   much.

  6 Steve Williams.

  7 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  He already spoke.

  8 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Already spoke.

  9 That was okay.

 10 Jeff Strate, followed by John Nicklow.

 11 MR. STRATE:  I guess you'll have to put the

 12   Jeff Strate filter on.

 13 My name is Jeff Strate.  I live at 15020

 14   Summer Hill Drive, Eden Prairie.  Tonight I represent

 15   myself.  I've been an advocate for light rail transit for

 16   15, 16 years here and an advocate for trails.  I'm only

 17   going to speak on a few things that I saw and suspect

 18   need more study for the Draft Environmental Statement.

 19   Some have been mentioned already, but I'll repeat them

 20   quickly.

 21 I still don't know if there is a need to

 22   extend light rail transit at this time or in the next 15

 23   years to Mitchell Road, and I parrot the concerns of

 24   about the wetlands in that area.  They have caused

 25   problems with construction in that area ever since I've
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  1   lived here, which is about 19 years right now.

  2 Also, I'm very concerned about the future

  3   of our Southwest Transit bus system.  It's a wonderful

  4   commuter bus system, and I want to know more about how

  5   that's going to be integrated into the collaboration with

  6   the light rail transit.  Will it become -- will it remain

  7   a commuter system to the U?  I hope it does because we're

  8   going to need both.  And I also hope it can expand its

  9   service westward to, say, Mall of America.

 10 I'm also very concerned about the grade

 11   crossing at Valley View Road near Highway 112.  That's an

 12   at-grade crossing.  That is one of the most congested

 13   intersections in Eden Prairie, and I recommend seriously

 14   looking at tunneling underneath that intersection.  It's

 15   difficult enough as it is to get through there every day,

 16   except after 9:00 at night.

 17 I also wanted to see more future

 18   consideration for express service 20 years down the line

 19   between Hopkins and Downtown Minneapolis.  I know you're

 20   having a difficult time right now figuring out all these

 21   challenges to the draft, but that should be thought of.

 22   I think we do have enough right-of-way to consider that,

 23   at least to get us thinking, because there are a lot of

 24   stops on this thing.

 25 It's going to be slow to get into Downtown
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  1   Minneapolis from Eden Prairie, and I really believe that

  2   if a number of stops can be routed along those stations

  3   between St. Louis Park and Downtown Minneapolis, that

  4   that would really increase service for our commuters out

  5   here.

  6 I'm also siding with the people in St.

  7   Louis Park that grave concerns about additional railroad

  8   travel through there.  I am delighted that this Southwest

  9   LRT is going to serve Opus in Minnetonka and Golden

 10   Triangle in Eden Prairie; not only for our businesses,

 11   but also for future affordable housing, and that's going

 12   to go both to seniors and people from other parts of the

 13   state.  Thank you very much.

 14

 15

 16

 17

COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you. 

John Nicklow, and then Patty Schmitz. 

Welcome.                    

MR. NICKLOW:  Thank you.  Hello.  My name

 18   is John Nicklow, and I'm representing my family's

 19   business at Santorini down the road at 13000 Technology

 20   Drive.

 21 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  I think you're

 22   going to have to stand up.  That mic is pretty hot.

 23 MR. NICKLOW:  Is it hot?  Okay.  Is here

 24   good?

 25 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Yeah.
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  1 MR. NICKLOW:  Our business currently

  2   depends on the parking lot surrounded by the Southwest

  3   Transit bus station.  There are currently seven

  4   restaurants and one bank.  So seven out of the eight

  5   businesses have the same peak hours.

  6 The plan that is currently favored by the

  7   committee would put a second parking ramp, taking up a

  8   third of the current parking spots, basically making a --

  9   changing currently a stressed parking situation into a

 10   disaster.  And my concerns go beyond the finish line and

 11   kind of peak with the construction and the disruption

 12   that would cause.

 13 The ease at which our customers could come

 14   and visit our restaurant is a grave concern of ours.  The

 15   restaurant industry is based on providing food and drink

 16   for the convenience of our customers.  Take away the

 17   convenience, and the customers will respond by finding a

 18   more convenient location leaving us dead in the water.

 19 My concern is to be able to keep our

 20   business at current levels or better and would like the

 21   opportunity to discuss this with you further beyond this

 22   meeting.

 23 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you for

 24   your comments.

 25 Patty Schmitz is next, and then Tom
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  1   Schuster.

  2 Welcome.

  3 MS. SCHMITZ:  Thank you.  My name is Patty

  4   Schmitz.  I live at 2806 Dean Parkway, and I'm speaking

  5   on behalf of myself and my husband Alex Deitz.

  6 First of all, I want to say that I am a big

  7   supporter of light rail transit.  I lived in the

  8   Washington, D.C. area for four years, and I took -- I

  9   took the Metro to work three or four times a week; so I'm

 10   really pleased that the Twin Cities continue to move

 11   light rail forward.  It's long overdue.

 12 I do have some concerns about the DEIS, and

 13   I'd like to speak about the one that's most troubling to

 14   me.  That item is the proposed new bridge over Cedar Lake

 15   Parkway.  I know that Commissioner Dorfman is probably

 16   quite familiar with that particular section of the

 17   proposed LRT route.  But where the bridge is proposed to

 18   be put is in a densely residential neighborhood.  And if

 19   it's built, the length of the span would stretch from a

 20   small and quiet park a couple blocks west of the actual

 21   intersection and east of Lake of the Isles.

 22 The rise of the bridge upwards of 30 feet

 23   plus the wires needed for the LRT would be in very close

 24   proximity to the beach at the south end of the lake and

 25   would be an eyesore for -- I think for hundreds of
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  1   residents who live nearby.  Cedar Lake is arguably the

  2   most unique of the chain of lakes in Southwest

  3   Minneapolis.  Unlike Lake Calhoun and Lake Harriet,

  4   there's no commercial development on the lake.  It's

  5   surrounded by bike paths, park paths, beaches, and some

  6   private homes and is honestly just such a tranquil place.

  7 I know that we have light rail trains go

  8   by, and I support that because I really do like the

  9   notion of having this transit go by, but I do not want to

 10   look at a bridge on my way there, and I don't want to

 11   look at a bridge when I am there.

 12 I've also reviewed the DEIS, and I saw the

 13   flyover, and I would say from looking at it almost every

 14   bridge is crossing interstate, highways, freeways, busy

 15   commercial thoroughfares, and nearby railroad tracks.

 16   And I realize that each situation is a little bit

 17   different, but this is a two-lane road.

 18 The other thing I want to comment on

 19   briefly is the locally preferred alternative around the

 20   question of what to do with freight traffic that's

 21   currently on the LRT route.  My understanding is that the

 22   DEIS generally does not support colocation that runs

 23   through our neighborhood for those freight trains.  And

 24   while I'm sympathetic to those in St. Louis Park who are

 25   close to moving this freight train tracks that run
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  1   through St. Louis Park, having to live with this -- that

  2   freight traffic, it's not a lot of trains.

  3 And so I would ask that we not be asked to

  4   give up Parkland and not be asked to take both the

  5   freight line, which was supposed to be between one and

  6   six years and has now been there for over 10.  I ask that

  7   we not be asked to take both the freight line and the

  8   LRT.  Thank you.

  9 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 10   much.

 11 Tom Schuster and Jeff Goto.

 12 Mr. Schuster, how are you?

 13 MR. SCHUSTER:  Good.  How are you?

 14 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Welcome.

 15 MR. SCHUSTER:  My name's Tom Schuster, and

 16   I live at 5945 12th Avenue South in Minneapolis.  I'm

 17   here representing 43 Hoops Basketball Academy in Hopkins.

 18 We have a unique relationship with the Rail

 19   Authority, as you guys already own our property.  So I'm

 20   speaking to you as my landlord.  Thank you.  You've been

 21   great partners.  And also I'd like to say, overall, I'm

 22   pleased and delighted to see light rail.  I think it's a

 23   good thing.  Unfortunately for my business, it could be

 24   the end of my business.

 25 We have looked at the Draft Environmental
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  1   Impact Study ourselves and people in our neighborhood and

  2   feel pretty strongly it really would make more sense to

  3   have the station on the south side of the track versus

  4   the north; so, for the record, we'd like to advocate for

  5   that.  We -- and from a traffic flow standpoint, it just

  6   makes more sense to put it on the south side since you

  7   already own the property on the north side.  I know we're

  8   fighting an uphill battle.

  9 If the station does go at 100 62nd Street

 10   where 43 Hoops is located currently, I guess we'd ask

 11   that you consider leaving our business intact as much as

 12   possible.  I think we can co-exist.  We've got 150 stalls

 13   in our parking lot.  I don't think that our property was

 14   designed to be a park-and-go station, but more of a

 15   drop-off-and-go station or a walk-and-go station; so I

 16   think that we could co-exist.

 17 People have said, you know, we're facing a

 18   budget crisis, and we don't have the money.  I know what

 19   you paid for our property.  I think you got a good deal.

 20   And we helped you financially by contributing half a

 21   million dollars in rent since we moved in, and we'll pay

 22   another half million between now and when our lease

 23   expires.  And I'd like to keep paying that every five

 24   years forever and continue to be good partners with the

 25   Rail Authority.
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  1 I'd also like to point out that we've been

  2   great partners with the City of Hopkins and the Hopkins

  3   School District, with the police, the Resource West Food

  4   Shelves.  There isn't a community center in the Blake

  5   Road, but we basically provided our building as a

  6   community center.  We hosted a hot lunch program for kids

  7   in the area this past summer.  We've opened our doors to

  8   just about any civic group that asks, always at no

  9   charge.

 10 We had 400 Muslims meet for their Holy Day

 11   a month ago.  Pretty much our building is the community

 12   center for the Blake Road, and we'd love to continue to

 13   be able to do that.  And if we can co-exist, we'd sure

 14   like to.

 15 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  How many

 16   basketball courts?

 17 MR. SCHUSTER:  Two and a half.

 18 I was going to say when you negotiated the

 19   lease, you said you used to sneak in any basketball court

 20   you could, and you're welcome to stop by any time.

 21 Commissioner Callison has been there.

 22 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Well, I have to

 23   say that some of us in Minneapolis wondered how Hopkins

 24   got to be good.

 25 MR. SCHUSTER:  My business partner is
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  1   coaching the Eden Prairie girls tonight, so we've done

  2   even more with them than Hopkins.  Thank you.

  3 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you.

  4 Jeff Goto from Costco, and then Matt

  5   Muyres.

  6 Welcome.

  7 MR. GOTO:  Good evening, Commissioners.

  8 My name is Jeff Goto.  I'm the general

  9   manager of the Costco on 12011 Technology Drive.  My

 10   purpose here is to convey a concern that we have with the

 11   light rail project.

 12 I believe our corporate office has

 13   submitted a detailed written response.  I'm just going to

 14   read it.

 15 THE REPORTER:  Can you speak up?

 16 MR. GOTO:  Okay.

 17 THE REPORTER:  Thank you.

 18 MR. GOTO:  Costco does not oppose the

 19   concept proposed with the Southwest Transitway.  Costco

 20   also does not oppose the construction of the Southwest

 21   Transitway, with the exception of the area specific to

 22   our location on Technology Drive.  One of the proposed

 23   plans calls for the Town Center Station and the

 24   accompanying light rail traffic to be constructed on the

 25   south side of Technology Drive.
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  1 Costco opposes any rail tracking and any

  2   rail station construction on the south side of Technology

  3   Drive for the following reasons.  Construction of the

  4   railroad tracks on the south side of Technology Drive

  5   would require every vehicle entering our parking lot to

  6   cross over the tracks.  Any disruption to the flow of

  7   traffic entering and exiting our facility would have an

  8   adverse effect on our business and inhibit our continuing

  9   growth.

 10 To illustrate our concerns to you, please

 11   consider the following.  In 2005, which was the first

 12   full calendar year we were open, we had approximately

 13   700,000 vehicles enter our facility.  That comes to about

 14   58,000 vehicles a month.  Now, three years later, in

 15   2008, the vehicle total was 1.29 million, which about is

 16   103,000 vehicles per month.  This -- in 2012, and that's

 17   going August of 2011 to August of 2012, our vehicle

 18   traffic was 1.82 million, which was about 100,000

 19   vehicles a month.  Those figures don't include the

 20   traffic from our 216 employees, nor do they include the

 21   traffic from the trucks and semis that deliver on average

 22   about $3 million worth of freight to us each week.

 23 To summarize our concerns, Costco simply

 24   cannot allow its current feature members, employees, and

 25   suppliers to be subjected to the delays, frustration, and
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  1   inconvenience that is sure to occur should the light rail

  2   tracks and the station be constructed on the south side

  3   of Technology Drive.  For that reason, we ask that an

  4   alternative place be put in place so as not to disrupt

  5   our current business, and we continue to grow.

  6 We should also let it be known that while

  7   Costco's prepared to use any and all resources necessary

  8   to protect the interests of our members, employees, and

  9   suppliers, we are hopeful that a resolution can be

 10   reached that will be mutually agreeable to all parties.

 11 So thank you for your time.

 12 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 13   much for being here.

 14 Matt Muyres, and then Charlie Fink.

 15 I don't see anybody moving toward the

 16   podium.

 17 Charlie Fink, and then David Greene.

 18 Charlie Fink?

 19 Okay.  Then David Greene, followed by

 20   Jeffrey Peltola.

 21 MR. GREENE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair and

 22   Commissioners.

 23 My name is David Greene, and I live at 2724

 24   Emerson Avenue South in Minneapolis; and I'm here

 25   representing Isaiah, which is a coalition of 100 churches
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  1   in the Twin Cities, Metro, and St. Cloud areas that work

  2   for racial economic justice.  We've been working closely

  3   with North Minneapolis communities on Southwest LRT,

  4   particularly the Harrison Neighborhood Association.  And

  5   Harrison, just to give you an idea of the community, is a

  6   community of 80 percent minority, people of color.

  7   Population is 37 percent poverty rate, which is fairly

  8   typical for North Minneapolis neighbors.

  9 So we have some detailed written comments

 10   that we'll be submitting, so tonight I want to focus on

 11   the big picture and why Southwest LRT is such an

 12   important project for our region.  I summarize it like

 13   this:  Southwest LRT is a racial and economic equity

 14   project.  If we do this right, the project has the

 15   potential to be a transformative catalyst for our region.

 16 Let's start with education.  Minnesota has

 17   the worst achievement gap in the country.  I've talked to

 18   some of the kids in Harrison who spend up to two hours

 19   each way on the bus to get to school along the Southwest

 20   corridor.  I remember when I was a kid we complained

 21   about getting up early for a 20-minute carpool.  These

 22   kids have extraordinary dedication to their education.

 23   We should make it easier for them to get to school, and

 24   Southwest LRT will provide improved connections, provide

 25   new connections and opportunities to these kids.
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  1 Minnesota also has one of the worst, if not

  2   the worst, wealth gaps in the country.  There is simply

  3   not a reasonable transit connection today from North

  4   Minneapolis to jobs in the Southwest Corridor.  In fact,

  5   Harrison did a job skills inventory of its residents and

  6   found that the skills residents already have match up

  7   very well with the needs of employers along the line.

  8   Southwest LRT is an opportunity gateway for thousands of

  9   people in North Minneapolis who have been cut off from

 10   opportunity for too long.  The Van White and Penn Avenue

 11   Stations will be key connectors for communities that

 12   desperately need jobs.

 13 Plus, Isaiah supports transportation goals

 14   in the -- Chapter 1 of the DEIS.  Isaiah also supports

 15   the economic development goals in the DEIS.  Harrison and

 16   the Bryn Mawr neighborhoods have worked over a decade to

 17   develop the Bassett Creek Valley master plan.  These are

 18   communities working together to lift themselves out of

 19   poverty.  As a vision, the BCV master plan would add over

 20   3,000 housing units, 40 acres of open green space, and

 21   5,000 to 6,000 jobs in the area.  It would take a blight

 22   land in Linden Yards and turn it into productive engines

 23   of prosperity.

 24 Currently the DEIS evaluation does not

 25   consider the effects of the BCV master plan on ridership
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  1   and other aspects of the project.  The BCV master plan is

  2   part of the official comprehensive plan in Minneapolis

  3   and was approved -- that was approved by the Met Council.

  4   The DEIS should reflect the anticipated developments,

  5   include them in the project modeling, and emphasize the

  6   development potential at the Penn and Van White Stations.

  7 I'll just close by saying again the

  8   Southwest LRT is a racial and economic equity project.

  9   Our region must close the education and opportunity gaps

 10   if they are to prosper.  Southwest LRT is one way we can

 11   begin to do that.  Thank you.

 12 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 13   much.

 14 Jeffrey Peltola, followed by Art

 15   Higinbotham.

 16 Welcome.

 17 MR. PELTOLA:  I know Art.

 18 Good evening.  I'm Jeffrey Peltola.  I live

 19   at 3131 Excelsior Boulevard, Number 913, minneapolis,

 20   Minnesota 55416.  Most of my remarks tonight will be

 21   about the west side station area and the surrounding

 22   area.

 23 But first I'd like to say the philosophy

 24   for the entire Green Line Extension project, both the

 25   station planning and preliminary engineering, should be
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  1   what transit stations are intended to be, actual places,

  2   not merely modes -- between modes of transportation.

  3   Ridership, the number of LRT passengers isn't the only

  4   indicator of success.  The number of pedestrian trips

  5   done in and around the station areas for me is even more

  6   important.  They don't pay fares unless they board

  7   trains, but they are an integral part of the economic

  8   activity that's at the heart of the return on investment

  9   that we seeking with a project like this.

 10 Some of the biggest mistakes and missed

 11   opportunities of transit projects stem from losing sight

 12   of this.  Think Fairfax County, Virginia and those stops

 13   versus Arlington County, Virginia, if you're familiar

 14   with that part of the Washington, D.C. area.  Around West

 15   Lake where I live, I think it's fair to say there's a

 16   broad consensus when it comes to the issue of parking.

 17   More parking guests or park and ride adjacent to the

 18   station itself, no.

 19 There's also a broad consensus that right

 20   now there are serious problems, and the bike/pedestrian

 21   environment is unpleasant and unsafe.  Near the end of

 22   2010, at the conclusion of the previous Minneapolis

 23   station planning project, a number of us didn't like some

 24   things that were in the final document.  We got together

 25   and submitted about a half dozen comments.
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  1 While doing so, it was obvious we didn't

  2   want to wait several years to make transportation

  3   improvements in our community.  And so even before the

  4   Southwest project became recently an Obama We Can't Wait

  5   project, we were resolved to get on with it.  So that led

  6   to one student project in the spring of 2011, two more in

  7   the fall of 2011, and two more right now.  So far five

  8   projects, 19 students, and lots of community engagement.

  9   In fact, the projects this fall have the special benefit

 10   of the community input generated by the park board SHRT

 11   in that area, as well as the walkability workshop that

 12   Commissioner Dorfman helped organize.

 13 So flowing out of this effort, I'm in the

 14   process of founding a new nonprofit called Public Works

 15   for Public Good.  Check out ewpg.org.  And all the work

 16   from this -- these projects is posted on the Lake Street

 17   and Excelsior Boulevard page.  So the pace of work on

 18   this large LRT project in the complex West Lake Station

 19   will accelerate greatly in the coming months.  It's

 20   essential that the various governmental entities, their

 21   leaders, staff, consultants elaborate effectively in a

 22   manner that's transparent to the public.  I know a lot of

 23   other people are looking forward to being constructive

 24   partners.

 25 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very
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  1   much.

  2 Art Higinbotham, followed by Fred

  3   Koppelman.

  4 MR. HIGINBOTHAM:  Good evening,

  5   Commissioners.  Thank you for the opportunity to address

  6   you.

  7 I am Art Higinbotham, resident of 3431

  8   St. Louis Avenue, Minneapolis.  I'm a graduate of Amherst

  9   College and have an engineering degree from MIT, and I'm

 10   a retired senior executive at 3M Companies.

 11 I'd like to talk to you about the Southwest

 12   LRT capital accounts, which is covered in DEIS section

 13   8.0, if you want to follow through.  I assume I have the

 14   leeway of plus or minus $100 million because there was a

 15   slight typo in the DEIS.

 16 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  We corrected that

 17   pretty fast.

 18 MR. HIGINBOTHAM:  In that section the $218

 19   million is specified under track and web guide for 16.4

 20   miles of track, plus infrastructure.  And as Mark

 21   Fuhrman, the project manager, has pointed out, the

 22   project director, that also includes infrastructure such

 23   as bridges, underpasses, overpasses, park and rides, and

 24   stations.

 25 I've used as models the Martin Sabo foot
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  1   and bike bridge at Lake and Hiawatha, which is about $5

  2   million, and the tunnel under the airport, which is a

  3   bore tunnel costing $100 million.

  4 First of all, I see a discrepancy between

  5   the $218 million and the video, which was produced by

  6   Southwest Transitway, called a virtual ride from Eden

  7   Prairie to Target Field.  I would invite you to view

  8   that, because all the infrastructure which I have made

  9   cost estimated here is shown in that video.  $50 million

 10   for a flyover 494.  $40 million for a flyover at Highway

 11   212.  $40 million for a flyover at Crosstown.  $30

 12   million for a 3,000 foot bridge over the Minnetonka

 13   wetlands.  20 million for a 169 underpass.  120 million

 14   for the freight relocation to St. Louis Park.  30 million

 15   for access to the West Lake Street station.  10 million

 16   for Cedar Lake Parkway tunnel, not an overpass.  5

 17   million in new bridges over the Cedar Lake, Lake of the

 18   Isles tunnel.  And it goes on and on.

 19 It includes the amount necessary for the

 20   track itself.  60 million for four park-and-rides at Eden

 21   Prairie, Hopkins, Wooddale, and Belt Line.  $150 million

 22   for new stations.  $100 million for safety fences,

 23   vegetation noise barriers, and so forth.  And it totals

 24   up to $750 million.  Add a contingency of 75 million,

 25   825; not 218, and the project total cost will be 1
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  1   billion 881; not 1 billion 275.

  2 Unless this is addressed, the place for

  3   this project is on federal new starts endowment.  Thank

  4   you.

  5 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you.  Fred

  6   Koppelman, and then a Dave Van Hattum.

  7 Fred Koppelman?

  8 All right.  Then Dave Van Hattum, followed

  9   by Todd Larson.

 10 Welcome.

 11 MR. VAN HATTUM:  Good afternoon.  My name

 12   is Dave Van Hattum.  I live at 4120 Aldridge Avenue South

 13   in Minneapolis.  I work for a Transit For Livable

 14   Communities.  Transit For Livable Communities is a local

 15   nonprofit advocacy organization with over 10,000 members

 16   in the Twin Cities Metro.

 17 Our mission is to advocate for expanded

 18   options for people to use the bus, the train, biking, and

 19   walking.  Transit For Livable Communities, or TLC,

 20   strongly supports the Southwest LRT and the locally

 21   preferred alternative.  The Southwest LRT line is a smart

 22   and cost-effective investment for our region.  It's a key

 23   component of a regional transit system that will help

 24   attract employers and young people to our region, and it

 25   provides the right long-term transportation solution for
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  1   this corridor.

  2                 It also provides substantial environmental

  3   benefits.  Currently on a per-mile basis, transit riders

  4   consume half the energy as cars, and a far smaller

  5   fraction of the pollution is produced by transit on a

  6   per-mile basis.  And as we build this system by raising

  7   more riders, those numbers just look better and better.

  8   But more transit riders also reduces water pollution and

  9   helps protect open space, something we all believe in.

 10                 The Southwest LRT line will serve growing

 11   demand both for the commuters from the suburbs into

 12   Downtown, but also those reverse -- critical reverse

 13   commutes to Eden Prairie and other communities.  Before

 14   my time at Transit For Livable Communities, I worked out

 15   here in Eden Prairie along 494 with the large employers,

 16   and I was probably in every lunch room in Eden Prairie,

 17   Minnetonka, et cetera; and I can tell you there's

 18   thousands of people that are really looking forward to

 19   this enhanced transit option and the connections with

 20   pedestrian and biking, as well.

 21                 No doubt there will be impacts from this

 22   project that will require well thought out mitigation,

 23   just as there are with all major transportation projects.

 24   Again, we support the locally preferred alternative

 25   because we are convinced it will provide the greatest
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  1   benefit with the least detrimental impacts.  We have seen

  2   Hennepin County and our Metro come up with appropriate

  3   mitigation for both Hiawatha and the Central Corridor LRT

  4   now under construction, and we trust that the County and

  5   its partners will provide and refine as needed the

  6   necessary mitigations for the locally preferred

  7   alternative.

  8 In summary, based on the many economic,

  9   environmental, and quality of life benefits, the TLC

 10   strongly supports the Southwest LRT project, and we

 11   believe strongly that we need to keep moving forward so

 12   we can all be riding the train in 2018.  Thank you.

 13 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 14   much.

 15 Todd Larson, and then Susan Friske Pfaff.

 16 Welcome.

 17 MR. LARSON:  Thank you.  My name is Todd

 18   Larson, and I live at 3020 Colorado Avenue South in St.

 19   Louis park, which is a block off the proposed bypass

 20   route.

 21 I'm speaking in favor of the colocation

 22   alternative for a couple of different reasons, the first

 23   one being -- is strictly financial.  If it's the cheaper

 24   route or the cheaper alternative and works, why shouldn't

 25   it be the one that is supported and selected.
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  1 Secondly, if colocation is deemed

  2   undesirable, that's a concept I don't understand.  As in

  3   my day job in city planning for Brooklyn Park, I'm quite

  4   involved in the Bottineau Corridor where colocation along

  5   the freight route corridor between Highway 55 through

  6   Robbinsdale, Crystal, and Brooklyn Park is seen as the

  7   favorable -- favorable route; and that's from Hennepin

  8   County staff and from the consultants that we're working

  9   with.  So I don't understand how one is favorable and one

 10   is unfavorable.  So in general, I do support the concept

 11   of light rail through the region.  Thank you.

 12 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 13   much.

 14 Susan Friske Pfaff, followed by Asad

 15   Aliweyd.

 16

 17 MS. FRISKE PFAFF:  Good evening.  My name

 18   is Susan Friske Pfaff.  I'm the owner of one unit at

 19   Southwest Station Condos, located at 13560 Technology

 20   Drive.  And currently I rent out that unit.  I'm

 21   representing myself this evening as a landlord.

 22 I have a very important question for all of

 23   you in the audience this evening.  Please raise your hand

 24   if any of you would be in favor of light rail tracks

 25   appearing 8 to 10 feet from the foundation of your house.

Welcome. 
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  1   Well, that's wonderful news that none of you have to deal

  2   with the dilemma I have to deal with.  For the record, no

  3   one raised their hand.

  4 I'm strongly opposed to the light rail

  5   transit tracks that are proposed to run in front of two

  6   of the residential buildings on Southwest Station Condos,

  7   located between Highway 212 and Technology Drive.  For

  8   the renters of my unit, I'm deeply worried about the

  9   potential vibrations and noise a track running within

 10   such close proximity to the building would cause.

 11 It's my understanding this distance would

 12   be as close as 8 to 10 feet.  Since the buildings are

 13   wood frame construction, not concrete, I'm also concerned

 14   about the structural integrity of the buildings being

 15   impacted.  I hope the Railroad Authority will reconsider

 16   the proposed Metro light rail station in order to avoid

 17   the placement of the light rail tracks for running along

 18   Highway 212 and our condo community.  Thank you.

 19 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 20   much.

 21 Asad Aliweyd and Blair Moe.

 22 Welcome.

 23 MR. ALIWEYD:  Good evening, Council.  My

 24   name is Asad Aliweyd.  I am with New American Academy.  I

 25   work with the Somali community in Eden Prairie.  New
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  1   American Academy, on behalf of the community, we support

  2   the TA local alignment from the Southwest Transit because

  3   it provides our community with access to a transit

  4   system.  It provides our community with economic

  5   development opportunities.  It provides the opportunity

  6   to increase affordable housing in the five stations in

  7   Eden Prairie and also another 10 stations in the

  8   southwest area, opportunities.

  9 As you know, a large number of immigrants

 10   work and commute to communities in the southwest area,

 11   all the way to South Minneapolis, Hopkins, and St. Louis

 12   Park.  A lot of need is for transit.  Accessible transit

 13   is very important to us.  So we estimate about 500

 14   Somalis at a minimum, they don't have a car to travel to

 15   Minneapolis.

 16 Economic development is another thing that

 17   we support in this project, because Southwest LRT can

 18   provide (unintelligible) to Eden Prairie for economic

 19   development opportunities with this five station area.

 20   We are very glad to give us a bus tour where we may have

 21   a business opportunity.  We start business ownership

 22   training, and that won't be happening without the

 23   Southwest LRT project.  So we tried to have a business

 24   established in this area of opportunities.

 25 It will also bring opportunity for
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  1   employment and the businesses stations area.  It will

  2   bring affordable housing, and for -- for this -- for this

  3   area of the Twin Cities.  Affordable housing -- well, one

  4   concern we have is Southwest LRT is a place -- a priority

  5   for where the affordable housing is going to be.  It's

  6   not very clear to us.

  7 And we would like to thank those who

  8   support this.  We call accessible transit a human rights

  9   issue.  So everyone should have a -- well, affordable

 10   housing is something that everybody should have.  For

 11   example, the transit, if you have five kids and you're an

 12   immigrant and your five kids go to (unintelligible) --

 13 THE REPORTER:  Sir, you're going to have to

 14   turn this way.  I can't hear you.

 15 MR. ALIWEYD:  -- and you don't have a car

 16   and you live this far from the city, how are your kids

 17   going to be able to go to education.

 18 So it's -- it's a faster way to travel to

 19   Twin Cities.  It's safer.  It is cheaper.  That's why we

 20   support it -- this, and that's why we would like to have

 21   the Southwest LRT to be successful in the coming years

 22   and months.  Thank you.

 23 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you.  Very

 24   much.

 25 Next is Blair Moe, and followed by Steve
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  1   Chelesnik.

  2 Mr. Moe, welcome.

  3 MR. MOE:  Thank you.  My name is Blair Moe,

  4   and I'm from -- I reside at 2944 Blackstone Avenue in

  5   St. Louis Park.  And my only concern -- I'm speaking for

  6   myself and the $100 million typo that was in the DEIS for

  7   the colocation.

  8 I'm just a little bit concerned about that.

  9   I've been in the IT industry for a large corporation for

 10   over 20 years.  I push around reports like that all the

 11   time, and I'm just concerned about how that number could

 12   have gotten through.  The fact it was a typo doesn't wash

 13   with me because those numbers should be checked,

 14   calculated, and double-checked.  And it makes me wonder

 15   about other numbers in the DEIS and what happens if, you

 16   know, once all the contracts are signed and the project

 17   is underway, we find out that there are more errors and

 18   more problems.

 19 So I just wanted to say that we need to

 20   really be sure about all numbers.  I am in favor of light

 21   rail.  I'm also in favor of colocation.  Thank you.

 22 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 23   much.

 24 Steve Chelesnik, and then Jack Perry.

 25 Welcome.
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  1 MR. CHELESNIK:  Good evening, Commissioners

  2   Steve Chelesnik.  I am an Eden Prairie resident and also

  3   general counsel for Emerson Process Management.  One of

  4   the companies we own is Rosemount, which is located on

  5   Technology Drive and is one of the -- one of the oldest

  6   corporate citizens in Eden Prairie.  I think we've been

  7   here for quite a long time, and we supply quite a few

  8   high-tech jobs as a corporate citizen.

  9 We've worked closely with the City as the

 10   Southwest rail project has moved along, and we're very

 11   supportive of the project generally.  We think it will

 12   bring a lot of benefits to the community, and we also

 13   support Commissioner Callison.  And we're supportive of

 14   the preferred option with the exception of the Technology

 15   Drive alignment for a variety of reasons, but we can get

 16   into those reasons in written comments what I will submit

 17   later.

 18 What I would like to say, I guess, is that

 19   this is a huge public investment.  It's a 50- or 75- or

 20   100-year investment, and it needs to be done right.  And

 21   it needs to -- all the decisions need to be carefully

 22   thought through.  The present location of the Town Center

 23   Station is not a particularly well thought out decision.

 24   It was moved there as an option because there were

 25   problems with the originally preferred routes, and I
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  1   think it's one that needs to be revisited.

  2 And we support the City's desire to have

  3   alternatives to Technology Drive alignment investigated.

  4   During the DEIS phase and during preliminary engineering

  5   when it's early enough to do something, so we can

  6   understand what the options are.  I think there are much

  7   better options that better serve both the State purposes

  8   of the light rail and also City's to create a station

  9   with sufficient areas of parking.  Thank you.

 10 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 11   much.

 12

 13

 14

Jack Perry.

Mr. Perry, welcome.                    

MR. PERRY:  Thank you.  Jack Perry from the

 15   Briggs and Morgan Law Firm, and I'm here on behalf of

 16   Costco, and Costco spoke earlier.  I just want to make a

 17   couple very, very quick comments.

 18 And the first is Steve and I have been

 19   working with Rick and other members of the City to make

 20   sure that our concerns with the current location on

 21   Technology Drive have been heard and understood, and

 22   there's two comments I need to make.

 23 First is the comment by one of the earlier

 24   speakers about the City changing its mind.  And if you go

 25   back and look at the history of this project, as early
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  1   as -- my date's May 18, 2010, the Eden Prairie City

  2   Council went on record opposed to this portion of the

  3   route, the Technology route, with the Town Center Station

  4   being on Costco property.  They reiterated that same

  5   position as a Council on February 21, 2012; and then just

  6   more recently on November 20, they said the same thing.

  7                 And my understanding is they'll send a

  8   letter tomorrow reiterating that while they, like Costco

  9   and Emerson are in favor of this project, this portion of

 10   the route doesn't make sense.  In real simplistic terms,

 11   the reason it doesn't make sense is this Costco is a big

 12   box retail store.  It's not a -- it's not a place where

 13   you -- where you have a Town Center.  If you want a

 14   another park and ride, it's a great spot.  That's not

 15   what all the plans say it's supposed to be.  It's not

 16   what -- what was envisioned in the City documents.

 17                 The additional point I wanted to make is --

 18   is that -- there was a comment made by Steve

 19   (unintelligible) about the implication of -- cost

 20   implications.  And one of the things that Costco will

 21   submit with its written comments, like some of your

 22   (unintelligible), is the cost implications for this Town

 23   Center location is they will be uniquely -- uniquely

 24   hurt.  And it's ironic that you brought up -- one of your

 25   first comments, Commissioner McLaughlin, was about a $100
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  1   million error.

  2 Because my analysis of the application of

  3   the 2006 condemnation laws that legislation passed

  4   through, the one that's 117.186, there's a revision in

  5   the law, and the net effect of this is that if you

  6   destroy a business, which is what would happen with the

  7   Costco facility if you put the Town Center Station right

  8   next to the gas station, which would end the gas station,

  9   which would end the Costco location, the price tag on

 10   that is somewhere slightly north of a $100 million.

 11 And we have not said that to the City as a

 12   threat.  We've talked about it and explained it to them,

 13   but as a rationale -- one more rationale for why this is

 14   a bad location and why it should be located further north

 15   closer to the mall.  Thank you very much.

 16 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 17   much.

 18 Any other people who have signed up?

 19 No one else signed up.

 20 Is there anyone else who wishes to speak?

 21   They're welcome to come forward at this time.

 22 Anybody else wishing to speak?

 23 You've spoken already.

 24 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes, I've already

 25   spoken, but I just wanted to make a comment.
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  1 Earlier when you mentioned the comment

  2   period --

  3 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Yes.

  4 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- you said it went

  5   to December 31st.  And I believe it goes to December

  6   11th, unless it's ben changed.

  7 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  It's been

  8   changed.

  9 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It has been changed.

 10   Okay.  Thanks I just wanted to make sure.

 11 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  That is correct,

 12   December 31st, the end of the year.  Thank you for the

 13   question and comments.

 14 Anybody else?

 15 Yes, sir?  You want to speak?  Go ahead.

 16 MR. ENDBLOM:  Jeff said you wanted to hear

 17   from a local Swede.

 18 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Is that your

 19   organization?

 20 MR. ENDBLOM:  No.  My name is Dan Endblom,

 21   and I live at 106 Valley View Road in Eden Prairie.  And

 22   my grandfather, a Swede, bought 27 acres of land near

 23   Nine Mile Creek, and now where Flying Cloud Drive is.

 24 And I'm here as a tree hugger, I guess,

 25   because there is a stand of Burr Oak and Red Oak trees
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  1   that are just north of Flying Cloud Drive, and I'd like

  2   consideration to be made to move the line to preserve

  3   that, as my grandfather wanted that land to be preserved.

  4   He donated 12 acres of his original 27 acre purchase to

  5   be preserved by the then Village of Eden Prairie.  And we

  6   also put our land in Minnesota Land Trust so that part of

  7   Eden Prairie is going to be preserved forever.  And I

  8   speak on behalf of 150-year-old oak trees and their value

  9   to our community.  Thank you.

 10 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Can I just -- is

 11   the staff clear of where this is?

 12 If not, could you just give us a little bit

 13   more for the record so that we know precisely what you're

 14   talking about?

 15 MR. ENDBLOM:  Sure.  Where the line crosses

 16   Nine Mile Creek at Valley -- or at Flying Cloud Drive,

 17   which is right by the dog park and Eagle Ridge Academy.

 18   On the other side of -- on the north side of Flying

 19   Cloud, that's the glacial escrow that I'm referring to

 20   that is a real little treasure in all of these other

 21   amazing stories I've heard tonight, so...

 22 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 23   much for coming forward.

 24 Is there anybody else who wishes to make

 25   comments tonight?
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  1 Yes, sir.

  2 Introduce yourself for the tape.

  3 MR. MUYERS:  Yeah.  Mat Muyers.  I live in

  4   Richland, Minnesota.

  5 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Oh, we missed you

  6   earlier.  Okay.  Great.

  7 MR. MUYERS:  Yeah, yeah.  I am -- I stepped

  8   out.  The gentleman makes a great point.  I'm glad he

  9   made it, otherwise I probably wouldn't have been up here.

 10 But there's a nine-minute video that

 11   somebody made that has a flyover of the entire route.  It

 12   goes really slow, and there's a woman's voice and

 13   everything sounds so nice.  And I'm watching it, and it

 14   seems like a Walt Disney ride or something.  There's

 15   tunnels and there's overpasses and there's wetlands, and

 16   everything seems so pretty.

 17 And then, all of a sudden -- you have to

 18   keep in mind there's a -- there's going to be a 30- or

 19   35-foot wide swathe through this 16-mile route.  So as

 20   you watch this nine-minute video and it's going through

 21   LRT and through Opus, and I'm envisioning this

 22   35-foot-wide -- and there's this stand of trees by

 23   Smetana Road, just to the -- just to the south.  Smetana,

 24   kind of by Feltl.

 25 And the route -- whoever picked this route
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  1   goes right through approximately 300 feet of woods, and

  2   it's a larger section of woods.  It's not that small, but

  3   it's large enough to make a note.  It's behind the

  4   apartment complex that have the red roofs there.  And

  5   then there's a 3,000-foot bridge over wetlands.

  6 I guess let's reconsider the route from the

  7   Shady Oak Station to Highway 212; because that whole

  8   section, there's no natural route for the railroad --

  9   rail line.  It's all envisioned by we'll go here; and

 10   then we'll go here; we'll go over wetlands; and then go

 11   through these trees; and then over here.  So that whole

 12   section from Shady Oak to, more or less, 212 needs to be

 13   reconsidered; there's no question, because it's all

 14   natural earth; and Eden Prairie City Council has already

 15   destroyed their fair share, so -- Council with their

 16   Highway 212 project, and let's just reconsider that

 17   section at least.

 18 Thank you very much.

 19 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you very

 20   much.

 21 Anyone else?

 22 Yes, sir.

 23 Hey, how are you?

 24 Welcome.

 25 MR. LAUX:  Thank you, Commissioner.
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  1 My name is Jeff Laux, L-A-U-X; and I reside

  2   with my wife Brenda at 2812 Eden Prairie Parkway, so long

  3   as she says so; and I only have a couple of meaningful

  4   comments and one more unmeaningful comment.

  5 First of all, thank you very much,

  6   Commissioner Dorfman.  I remember when you were mayor and

  7   we started talking about these important topics, and to

  8   look at -- I think that Mark Andrews was the

  9   commissioner, so a lot has changed in those times.

 10 Commissioner McLaughlin, the work that

 11   you've done to advance the concept of light rail in our

 12   community through the Hennepin County Regional Rail

 13   Authority is -- is incredible.  And -- and all of you --

 14   Commissioner Callison, I don't know you, but I'm glad

 15   you're on the Regional Rail Authority, and you keep

 16   working on this project.  It's a thankless job.

 17 There's nothing that everybody can't find

 18   not to like.  But -- but light rail is something that is

 19   going to serve our greater community for a long, long

 20   time in the future, and it's going to be way too

 21   expensive now, but 50 years from now it won't be; so keep

 22   pressing forward.  It's incredibly important to do so.

 23 I remember when, as a resident of the

 24   Calhoun Isles, we discovered that our property line

 25   wasn't where we thought it was when the Regional Rail
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  1   Authority was putting in the bicycle pathways.  I

  2   remember there were some people that thought that some

  3   undesirable people were going to come to the lakes area

  4   on their bikes, and they were going to steal everything

  5   from all of our houses; and I just want to say two things

  6   about that.  I'm one of the undesirable people from

  7   Minneapolis.  I promise not to go anyplace and do

  8   anything bad.  Secondly, people didn't come and take

  9   things out of our garages.  That's not what happened.

 10                 Now, on a serious note, everybody has to

 11   make sacrifices for a regional project to work, and those

 12   sacrifices are great.  I think it's real important to try

 13   to thank in advance those folks in St. Louis Park who are

 14   not going to press for colocation because this is a

 15   regional project for which everyone has to make a

 16   sacrifice.  Colocation does not work.  It will kill the

 17   project.  We cannot have colocation.

 18                 The second thing that I want to say is one

 19   of the ways to make sure the people let go of the tunnel

 20   is to propose a bridge, so maybe we need to go back and

 21   look at at-grade crossing at Cedar Lake because the

 22   comments that were made earlier are spot on.  That is not

 23   the solution for a safe crossing, and so please do a lot

 24   of studying on that.  Thank you very much.

 25                 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  Thank you, sir.
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  1                 Anybody else?

  2                 Anybody else?

  3                 Going twice.  Third time.  Anybody else?

  4                 Well, with that, then I -- we will conclude

  5   this hearing.  I appreciate everyone's participation.

  6                 That is a -- I've been through a few of

  7   these projects, and it's a long march; and the comments

  8   that you made tonight will be a part of that process and

  9   will help make this project a better project.  And we

 10   will take them into account as we move into the next

 11   stages of the project, as there's a design consideration

 12   mitigation and the like.

 13                 We appreciate your participation here

 14   tonight, wish you well, and ask you to drive home safely.

 15                 Any other comments from my colleagues?

 16                 COMMISSIONER CALLISON:  Thank you all for

 17   taking the time to be here.

 18                 COMMISSIONER McLAUGHLIN:  With that, we

 19   stand adjourned.  Thank you very much.

 20                 (Proceedings adjourned at 7:47 p.m.)

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25
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  8   rate for such copies;

  9             That I am not a relative or employee or
  attorney or counsel of any of the parties, or a relative

 10   or employee of such;

 11             That I am not financially interested in the
  action and have no contract with the parties, attorneys,

 12   or persons with an interest in the action that affects or
  Has a substantial tendency to affect my impartiality.

 13
            WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL THIS 10th day of

 14   December, 2012.

 15

 16

 17

 18
            _________________________

 19             Dawn Workman Bounds
            Notary Public, Hennepin County, Minnesota

 20             My commission expires January 31, 2014

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25
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Eden Prairie II /29/12 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Transitway project. The EIS process includes the preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), which must be made available for public review and comment. 

The DEIS discusses: (I) the purpose and need for the project; (2) the alternatives considered; (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives; and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DEIS will be accepted through December 11, 2012. All comments must be received by that 
date. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held In November 2012. To learn more about the hearings. please visit 
www .southwestlronsitwov .or ~I 

- I 

r"t!~~ ~ tr w1 J ( 
Name: __ --'--"""2=wc;d_/+---<~-'-'-,,:y=A'/c...:.______!_;,;;-----'JA-.0-.. ~....,b"_<e'___,,1V,----,-,:S~'------
Address: ----------,"'-~r,'-L..L_lf_.l.7-----'U=--I/--'-F_Y" ____________________ _ 

cLP 11L'!'V S..S~;;/ 
City/State/Zip: ___ U= __ _c\ ___ v_, 7 _____ LLcc..IE=-------------------

Telephone: ____________ Email: _______________________ _ 

Thank you! 
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transitway 

Fold here 

Hennepin County 

Housing, Community Works & Transit 
ATTN: Southwest Transitway 

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 

Fold here 

Place 

Stamp 

Here 
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Eden Prairie I 1/29/12 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Transitway project. The EIS process includes the preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), which must be made available for public review and comment. 

The DE IS discusses: (I) the purpose and need tor the project; (2) the alternatives considered; (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives: and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DE IS will be accepted through December 11, 2012. All comments must be received by that 
dale. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held in November 2012. To learn more about the hearings. please visit 
www .southwest transitwov .org 

. . ' 
(\\C\L'O\ 

r_, ·- \'', \ ' 

(/'- \.\J (_, · .. ; \ c. 

to 

Name:_})"""'\ =1\--"N~[='-~"'--P:>~L=O'-'--M--=--_------,,--------------
Address: ----'-\ 0_· --"6J'-\=O'----~.:....:A----=L=L=l:..,._.'{.__\j'--\.!...!C,~W.__~'---'-"'D'---------------
City/State/Zip: ED EN ~P-Al"\ E 

Telephone: <1. 52 .l.ll- •) 2G. 3 

MN SS"344-

Email:----'=d'-J-pL.::e.::..:...V\_._~~'=C'-'-VV\,----l.-C@'=---f'l-q'-~-'-=o'-o-'-, -=C...::::...O V'f\'-'--'---

Thank you! 
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transitway 

Fold here 

Hennepin County 

Housing, Community Works & Transit 
ATTN: Southwest Transitway 

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 

Fold here 

Place 

Stamp 

Here 
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My name is Fred Koppelman and I live in Eden Prairie 

I'm here to call your attention to one of biggest money wasting 

schemes that we've seen in a long time. 

There is a group of unelected bureaucrats who seem to think 

that we need to construct parallel, steel rails from here to 

downtown upon which to run expensive locomotives pulling 

shiny, new coaches to transport people. A-T A ( o.,: r o P 

11 /, 1-~' ~ rc..t.. t 0 /V" 

Well, we already have a transportation system called 

Southwest Metro Transit that does an adequate job of 

accomplishing that task. And buses can be added as the need 

requires and if transportation needs take a new direction, those 

busses have steering wheels that can go wherever that need is. 

However, there is a disturbing fact that most people may not 

even realize about Southwest Metro Transit and that is that 

ridership pays for about 30% of the cost of operation. That 

means that 70 cents of every dollar spent has to be made up by 

us taxpayers! 
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Let's fix Southwest Metro Transit before we even THINK about 

a light rail system. I can only imagine how much of a taxpayer 

subsidy will be needed with a light rail system----maybe 80 or 

90%??? Do we really want to put our grandchildren and even 

our great grandchildren into hock for a system that we do not 

need? I think not! 

Neither the Transportation Board, nor the Metropolitan Council 

which controls it, need to answer to any voters, they are 

appointed and can spend as much of our money as they want. 

All they have to do is convince us that we NEED what they are 

proposing. Well, it's time that that madness stops! And that 

time is NOW! 

Thank you 
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Eden Prairie II /29 I I 2 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that on Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Tronsitwoy project. The EIS process includes the preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), which must be mode available for public review and comment. 

The DE IS discusses: (I) the purpose and need for the project: (2) the alternatives considered: (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives: and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DE IS will be accepted through December 11, 2012. All comments must be received by that 
dale. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held in November 2012. To learn more about the hearings, please visit 
www.soulhwesttronsitwov.org 

I 

a pc'Yf.~e;.;;1.1& 4Zk _ -::::;Cvtd., 0.. ~(:.A-1J..-(u7) wmJA 

Narne: _ _,_G,'Ld-"f""J_..\'--1\j,.,_' '--,· <.=-'· =t_c_LJ<"'t..""'c'-'-i-"bc:.......c:('/_1,__ _________________ _ 

Address: __ ·7_'1-'--'-'-'6=0----"Lu,_,·""{L""{/'-""""~e=L~·RL>,.-<r."-'J{ _________________ _ 

555'('/ city/State/Zip: EdV'I Pro.;rre ff)N 

Telephone: q5;;.- 9LJr~s~;;(v 
1 

Email :_"91-/,_.t,_.·· '-')'-"1)"-i~c_,ec..:(:=.~ _J@c;;{.P"-' . __,t.:_::Zc-"'-fo..,· ...,·;..·'_,)C""'<-Ae:::.::_IL-"..l,' e""· lc..c'YVJ-"--'-~,._.CI.LL!:..Cr>J._.___ 

Thank you! 
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transitway 

Fold here 

Hennepin County 

Housing, Community Works & Transit 
ATTN: Southwest Transitway 

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 

Fold here 

Place 
Stamp 
Here 
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Eden Prairie II /29 I I 2 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 

Southwest Transitway Project 

Federal and state environmental rules require that on Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared for 
the proposed Southwest Tronsitwoy project. The EIS process includes the preparation of o Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS), which must be mode available for public review and comment. 

The DE IS discusses: (I) the purpose and need for the project; (2) the alternatives considered; (3) the impacts of 
these alternatives; and (4) the agencies and persons consulted. 

Comments on the DEIS will be accepted through December 11, 2012. All comments must be received by that 
dale. Please include a return mailing address with all comments. 

Public hearings on the DEIS will be held in November 2012. To learn more about the hearings, please visit 
www .sou H~wesl transil wov .orq 

Narne:---=Ly--1--'-"-N__.W'-------1 L_· ____________ _ 
Address: --=:S'--'q'-"&"-., 5:.-L._____,<(,.,_)..::._Uk.tfVJ)"----'-_._._f'J ______________ _ 

City/State/Zip:_~L,..)-"'c--'' (~:.____ _________________________ _ 

Telephone: CJ S ".)_ J- 7ULd2.Ztmail:. ________________ _ 

Thank you! 
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transitway 

Fold here 

Hennepin County 

Housing, Community Works & Transit 
ATTN: Southwest Transitway 

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 

Fold here 

Place 
Stamp 
Here 
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December 26 2012 

Safety in the Park! represents these 

1500 plus residents of St. Louis Park who 

have signed the attached petition 

supporting our goals. 
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St. Louis Park Freight Rail Petition 

We are concerned about the proposed increase of heavy freight rail traffic on the north/south MN&S spur 
and the BNSF mainline in St. Louis Park. We understand that the MN&S spur was not intended and not 
designed to handle freight rail traffic of the density and frequency proposed by the Hennepin County 
Railroad Authority. We support the creation of light rail in our community. 

We believe that if the freight rail traffic is increased to the levels proposed by the county (from 
approximately 40 cars daily to over 800 cars daily (as forecasted by the 1999 SLP railroad study), the following will 
be at stake: 

• The safety of thousands of residents in St. Louis Park whose homes are within feet of tracks. 

• The safety of thousands of school children and staff at the St. Louis Park High school which is 
within feet of the tracks. 

• The safety of residents, visitors, and emergency personnel who will need to cross these tracks at 
any one of numerous at-grade auto and pedestrian crossings. 

• The livability of the area as pollutants of all types degrade the surrounding areas. 

Therefore, by signing below, we respectfully demand that Hennepin County, the Minnesota Department 
of Transportation, and the City of St . Louis Park fairly evaluate t he MN&S Route against all other viab le 
routes on a fair and equal basis. We demand that this basis includes the costs for creating a railroad 
corridor similar in all safety attributes to t he current Keni lworth corridor and the previous 29th Street 
corridor from where this traffic originated . We understand and demand that such a study include: 

Signed: 

Date 

The cost of purchasing homes on one or both sides of the existing tracks at fa ir market value to 
create a wide safety right-of-way, such as is the case at Kenilworth and 29th St. 

The cost of building over or under-passes for safe vehicle and pedestrian traffic resulting in a 
single grade level crossing per one mile of track, such as is the case at Kenilworth and 29th St. 

The cost of all remaining mitigation including, but not limited to, track enhancements, pollution 
control, landscaping, barriers, and the like. 

Name Address PhQn~ (OI!li2ni!ll Emai1121lli2ni!ll 

July 12, 2010 Thom Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 thom@two-rivers.net 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

~ 
'1: ~ kt- ttJ £>,.A. 
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& \,)._ <;_<to Ll..l 
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.... :... -·~··~·· -- . 
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.. . 

Signature Email foptjonall If you 
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\. J2. 
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&/ ~ 1J ~ the Park. 
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0 '~f...Js./~ 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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Safety in tl. .• rk Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see Lhe petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending Instructions) 
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r ~cy in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
LPlease see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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safety In the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending Instructions) 
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" in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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_5c)1w1 clotr.ct St-:1> s.5'11~ the Park. 

' 

~p~}ttJ Loi~ 17ro t~)e.sf-tKJt~d~ r/ic fxil~:w Bufw'n sLP '(;'J'-I2...1c 

&£~! 
' 1~/oY ~~ ~~ ~ c:st 

d&S v' 

~ .fvrl~ ~?)-{J<il 

cy 2/i-o 
\ 'l ~~ i."l '~""\j ,,1, \; ..' "n 

I 1 1\1\c•r\ 'f._ 
\\\\ '1. ('· ~3~'-t~- ' ' [ I 

N l ( "' ljc," 
( ~-·\_J •. , ~~ ~ :' \.• '<..-' .......____ 

5\oS 
~ . 

5 h )ro A li)ict.,J,,c· t~·i_,'_ !I-~_ (,\J/ \ . 
~ ... · --~ fl~· ' ,, .''' -~:·-. 

r·)"••'·''' 

(~~v··cv r"·{r \s -'"'f (n ' \ \j). ,, 1 . . r . '' / • V';' ._.. . :> :> I . -. . . ·~ - I -. . 

\ 'I . ! _! 
/i 

q AI~ V.(Lw- 36f~ tO, 3J~ (;?~ 
~w\\m,\ 7 ,~t, . ?Jr· _, tO 'Sc\~u\ --r Qk ssLilte '1/fftA. 

~\\:x.\ \~ ~ 
~ J¥ q U frrw.'v"\tJ; r)L 

StY r:;t;~ly ~' 
'111~/·u ~e''l tln (;vJ~ ~) ~ ~--~' 

KltJ-(t, Hrk ~vt~ ~.'1 

(l;isj;o t-.1 ie·Vl ·jCdi{ :Jere>~ Ave, S · 

~~ ./7(-. L 0'-'.1 '> Pa ·~~- r-itt.Jl;' 
Geo~qe !):)'{;}.~ 

1/;u/tu lov1 )1\1 --:5o ~r d _A.r.. '5 ~ 
lzQ_t\_\L\ 5t- Lou•) PGtvK tN.V /7~lJv~ 

I I / . . 

\1 4209



~·in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 

Date Name Address Phone (oetlonall Signature Email (oetional)lf ~ou 

1 (). . ' 

wo!:!ld like mgre 

0/t/rJfw ma vl-J & 3 o{ Hct m ifftn. s+. Information gn ~afetj' in 

~aii(QulhtG ~ QHiYll'l 5f-. L01Ms Pc1rk-

q~ 11~+/Ly t7c2JtJ/)aJ:,~ft~.. 
St. :\'il-<~ [L,L~ t&/to Ave .. We; ss ,Srf J.ow··,s P;t ' 

Cfjlb)iC 
!?f_u'\SL 5 tM \?)o_Lj'¥\iJ'taJ -tL~ 

tl+~L~ ' (?)LCD'n ti'"GlG"'Ilt 'v{"-.J 
\-1.J.;'-'.l_.o._c.ll. 

L. t-;-::;::;4 -"3-=j. 

1n 'Blw~"' ZJto ~~Sfur~ e 

~~ fojllj ~L~'YL.h 

q~l ~ 
~qql!M~ 

n~.,~--Auf· 
7\-.\?at.J 'Jt01D0 v -

c1j 0((AL, (oij51 I'WIW .'"('(J.L 

~~ 1-\ N~ 
lt'\.N 

'Y\(J.~ ~ ~ ~v..., t \ 

7/a-·~ T?svl~-,~ 
4~ ~.wlit.'Xctf-tlve 

, 

B~~cPt~---I. ·. 
1'1-1-tJil'ld'VJ 
;# S~o!> Do~c..v~d 11 \H.~ ... 

~~ 9;/ L: v\M fl.. 
t•/ E_A.;,._, 

l; \ID"'- )5"'1 t.~ 

~'""-

"\ '"""' ~'\.\.~'-\_ ,., "<<5\ ~-.~~""''\ """". 
.. -" /} -~ 

~~Y-1\.S(.)0 C~c~-)..'-~"' '\Jc ~:---""" -J'""f -cA.cL~ 
'<>'S'-\-·.;).:"\ 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name i .s " 
Date 

Name ,cf( ou~ 
Date () "l ~ d.. s-- { 1.7 

--

Name Lvn' Morr, .s 
Date q- ,}$- Zr:J;/0 

Name f't1 ( Ctllh Morv·l~ 
Date cy_ 2-s--2-Dfo 

Name ,S U£ l)\6 oK 
Date 

(1-d-~-l c 

Name 
{i\{\ U\\s 

Date 

NameS' em C(tr0~" 
Date 

f'(,~-t · e,w KL-
Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Et2 ~-o..Jt.Rd (;, &' ;;L l p 
Phone 
(opti()nal) 

Addr~J// '2 if Y-h s.:r.tu _j_ S LP 
Phone / 
(optional) q:;-(}~C(Z{)- /CJq9 

Address 7o /( 2. i.( #.. Jf . <._) SLP 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address ( . 
v~ ~(., w j.~ ~- .s.-r 

Phone · /) · 1 
(optional) .5(--< (_~ s r-JJc, JKiV 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

G 

(_){/ 2() 
Phone 
(optional) 

\-.u]._ J\C'( (Z_J 

Hid \1-,{ .._" Vd 

Sig~OY' l/J{j{/i~-
. -

e-rl<ail 
1 

(optional) 

~ 
Signature 

~~~~ 
e-mail 
(optional) 
~ T 

I I 1 
Signature Y£ .JJ £..~ j 

"' $; ;..:d/JJN 
e-mail - /I.J 

/ 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

signatuy·· 
-~ 

e-mail 
(optional) 

\~ 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Nam15: 

Date f _ 2 S _ Z b l D 

Name[) ·~ 
(\'VI M; ller 

Date /z 'f/ "Z. '5" ZO I 0 

Name \'t _ .~ 

u~ 
Date f -- f 

r-r"' 5 

Name .. f II n 

Date 1'- I ! ) - ' 
-------

Name 

i-Rt 
Date \ 

Nametl 
(,'c_ f(;td., I ~~J <; 

Date / / c; -z.-s 2 o ; o 

Address 
2- :!(l 

Phone 
(optional) 

' v.R. -'. .SL 

Address 
5 1. 31'/ /la'"'Prk·rtA-v .5 L? 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address(,§'~ \j\.SL~ 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address 
ltJi//) fAr! /IJ l7o;; z:v·"_i. S'~ ?J, ~~ 

Phone 
(optional) 

I Address (ib 2.J <; o 
l s [, ~J6t v ,-cNv) i . - l.J 

I Phone a _ /vciu 
(optional) ·J-S-L-l '2.-0 t 'S J..· )1.-{5 . ")-0 • 

Address 
7)§ 

Phone 
...- L Lou1<; fhJ IL 'SS'"!?& 

Address 
1 VJt;; Lj 2.'1 t-1-. ~T 

Phone 
<;'T. L-ou; s '?'-'I'-(optional) '>S'--1 2-G. 

Signature d ~ 
e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature~ _M~Jp 

e-mail 
(optional) 

-
c~ C) \.t-.. \ ~ ~ ~ /,.\~~ 

e-mail 
(optional) 

I Signature 

e-mail 

• 

(optional) iV /&JV71n,,f' f~ hc)CVvJ /.0!} ?/1 ,2€_. '!Bit. 

le-mair- (c;s-z)sv .,<.. 
(optional) · · <{ G -(., :5 <:. 

Signature C . ....--~ 
~. / . '"__:) 

e-mail _ 
( optiona I) c;s~'- - 'J ~1 Co · c 2 J 2 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Phone (aetionall 

J.,jy-fT, H>Gm Miller 29GG-¥<>5emitl!'"ml. s 9§2 928 7826-
211W" 

~(\~'[\\\ <(S-3 [Q ~:i3tJ\ "7..-(Y\ --\-h,_ "'-) 

ft-3 j v..ll' {.; .73v-o Z <t ( tlc<u·' 
~~( J li.J I \z_ 

({3 ~rt 3355 3vl-·!7ofl Cf':fd- Cf; s-
)UpptL ;gzo f 

Y·-3-tv 5~'-VI 
3 > 6 '). ~<OiL ~')Z- 7 (') 

f"\ '\()7) 

'v/3/Ju 
Ld~~ 3)~ Lt q c; z. ~ 2."1 
obol" 7/'flt.f]IHu 7 3J1 
_....- '¥.. jjcD.::I;\ Cj':> 2- \_ ..;_e(\11• < 

'6·3 \0 V\( cl~ .-:x::f\ --?c....-- '-D...~- 'lZL-
I , 

- ,_.,~'-ike ' ;s ·')()C) 

~~~ ·yLt-~ Zt?vr1l/ltt,; C/S1..- / 

~'~/f) (.)1'2.-Y/ 
()/~!if\ c'7J tf 1 

JXWW"t 
..., ~.,. ') ·-:J..., 

(~)'~)w 
"7 ........ v , .- /\o-A' L .. x _"""-- 1~Z:- 'l2 cl'-

lA0.L<-v} [)') 'f I 

<6{?/;o SoMw '?:>?§)9 Z.cv "t\k\ ,J 9 f;(}- cr~\ ~ 
~~ \\~\":: 0\-,j 1C\%\ 

Signature Email (ogtionaljlf y:ou 
WQ!,!Id like more 
information on Safet~ in 
the Park. 

t!;o;ii.fH•_co 

~v-0'~ tOt.yJ;l: 
fi"qr•· pq1· 

9j 1)1. ~ "~ I ;i'JW 6 
17 ""' l/>1t!;l ~· /,-/~ '), 

I cy}f6 

/1 \ -7 
-{_ _/_ 

\ 

~ 
' fd ~\·"~ e"L" I-

)/ LJ~/t v"O!~~ ~·-----· 

~y)-L,~ 
/ 

., 
/~ tl r{.</v"'''~. 

--- -· 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date !:!run! Address Phone foetional} 

~ 3Yi/ z ART f/f'hvflv 

&' I.Y ,.(c;o 
~..ifl.tv'l c r: f3~9_:<s;i5£1' 

LiJ fillS 
.ltrfV1"2, TliOiii Miller 2366-'TOSEnlite Av. 5 95~-~~8-7826 

Signature Email (ogtional)lf ~ou 
would l!ke moril: 
information on Safetl£ in 

(,]:,,~~~- *zio the Park. 

r n 
thotii@Jlvao. 

CJ'~~~~ 2ettt 
Yrt\41.,\l\ 3'S)3 2l'Y:L\\\'0N ~I C{SL_ J3't~ 

ri· 'ii?r£ l!1 

2do1fd-6} ~i¥:;E\_., ~ 

-;:;, ' 

fJ/J'/)/JC i~f~ 7-p?n 1a · ri ·· 1 qc5t35t. ~(tr c .. - ;/ -1(·/A 

ft.1)es. ~ '!~{I~~-\__/ •' 
"·· ~ ' ' --, 

o/'i ~~~,L- ~ ~l\ \\> !f~~ c\Sd--'f[(Q. 
~ ' .. "J 

(~&li-~Q_-_/ ) 
(~l~q ;j L lJltt' 'c1j .. ,0 1)lfl!--- .. 

~~-
Ed ltv' I ~~, <, z ~- ·s 2v, ,- i ~ ... " Av ~ 5. ~-/ot:~~ 'L ~12-U''l-

>/1o VVl~n~\ I 51-11 

c ' 
B/3/a O.ro\t'~ 

3328 Jc~f'H\on Ae 'i 71-· 0'3'3 - c 0Jur8..,1C a ' 
.Q\Av.'\S 5 12oi 'l3l~ 

~)3/,o 1-r;, "~ 3 ?2.0 ,0,.--jl,uh A.-.: S 051,z;?i,>toi ~}t-"?71-:l .. ~..~ S<l'((('a'cf "t<'. t£ 
II<,,,, 

y~ LLcn, <-.J.·r..t 
fbv ;1~ '> 

613ft() """().;~' \ ~" ·3y.p ~)\v~ 45'J -qC/,)-Ji:,Q., 

c~l-~:r'J ~)rurrr 

91'1/io 
.17/c:, /'( '31'-fi ?.Afi•fh ~v A~J.,i 

.... " 'I ·J. '}':-iSJ '/ 
( ~i<L~ L t~Fruj 
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~---··-- -~ 

' .R~,~~ , 4H~ : ::};i_dr~~_£ ----J-Pi,~-"'"' ,-u~i.:w"i~- ! -~~~_:;tw~ ---- ~· -··-~~ ~~~~~lf;:;1 j 

j infDrmaibi! Q!J,_$3-fe!¥.111 / 
! ti;~ Rlrk. ! 
·~·~ ' 

i 

I 
i 
~ 

! , 
' 
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.Safety ln the Park Prelght Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

.12!1! Name Addre1s E!bQDf: i2Dli2Di!l) 

July 12, Thom Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. 5 952-928-7826 
2010 

~/fto 
P£R..K!N:;, foZI 2 W ~G+h ~sT gs-d-

fAMIC/ '$J,L.f.MIII . 
qz~ 

L.fJDS rl1,dtud 554/(J-::{30-j' 

~d{??~C I 63/2_ ()1.351i2 qsz 
(?8-03 CJ2-~ 
- Z../0 '\) a~ ~t.... .. P 

~ 5S4-I6 -:2.30G f,08<i 

0 8 ~o? ~~ 
& :- I {p w' 3>!7":! 'i s '/..---
sr.l.r/ Cf:J-~ 

Cf,OID 
~ ;;t;; I{ tb- d ~" [, ~1t/1 

Wa/, ~ "' 3 ( 3 i=h--ry....~ 'JSd..-

loiu ~ :51-~),~. ?..::; f 
:; ~ SJ;L!I(p d.Sr7 

'ih /o 5..1 \ 3 4 5'0 tJaaaol .. ' e. IG'3- ..__ 

~'~"4 t+..)e ~- I $'\'. fL>J:~ '39\-

f.,( K, '"' N 5~<4. \" '111 [ 

@/I \...ou.r~ 3'1S[p u.:>oo&.&~k 1.12--

q ID ~nj(l,~ ~"!. . '5 .:J\, · Ltl\O.lo l'e.1lt. 3)';}-

J iY1 ~'~· SSY /lp 'i)~'i!S' 

1'1\0.1'~ lP?O '1:. \.). 7JS -±.b S\. %'2--

~J)) !0 -1' b uult.tl' :')j. loW.<? 1'<>'<'\'-' 
qw· d-'l«l 

M~ '5'S'-!Ito 

Signature gmDil l2D~Iaoilllf ~gu 
!Of2Yid !Ike more 
lnfgrmgtlo!] O[! Sgfeb: In 

1b.tln!h 

thom@two-
rivers.net 

~fr-

f!b0f:~o 
ce-A.SONC.JJM 
@•fY~.com 

(~~ .iJ;G»---

~ 
,-----
--0~~ 
(/ 

Kwrek' $t tY~JeSS'O\t.O'l 
~'-\.Ca.,_..., 

PrJt.JJvnuL/ 

~~ 
Lulu lVn«.j DB 

@COrr.Ct:.J:.. ~ !b 

bn~ 
\..) 

~C!~ 

\\) \J c.h b-e 'f'Q 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name 
Boe-it; 

Address 
t) .... :d W'- 1 Od._[/ \}.), 'JJi blf '5 f . 

Date 9 ,. a5, lO 
Phone 
(optional) 

Name Mq{:..J\.. ~ h\1\.J" Address7 ol.fltJ Vf ~ W e.oJ-

Date Phone 
0, - 7.6- I t> (optional) 

Name _ ~ Address 

~----~ ~. "Ur..,. , t .f I '7' £/',,A' 

Date Phone 
(optional) 

Name Address 

Date Phone 

~-~ ---
_(optional) 

Name Address 

Date Phone 
(optional) 

Name Address 

Date Phone 
(optional) 

Name Address 

Date Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

£-
e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature ,..:::::>r ~ 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature~. • • "' e • ;,_ • y.z:;., • .1. ",._ 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optiona_l) _ 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name 

Date 

N~ 
/o, 

Date 

Name 
)/~~_chg 

Date . I 
4. ( 7.--~ I It) 

Name 
:-s;. • :I .. ();!.~ 

Date 
<itJ~~ lo 

Date 

Addres08/s-6L~ ur &-0 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

6 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

~23~~ 

?_0 6- 6C> 

Address lJ , ~J 
(p J()() £h~f <t:,.) 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

YL~ lu · 2Jtili 5.\-
Phone 
(optional) 

fl.c:l. 

Name .. ," ~ 
- 1 -.1 \ c, t '·\ . . ·<:.Av. "' 

Addrecs 
,, (c• 1~(; ~ ll-=>1-l:/(v..R~i 

Date \ . '\:::~ Phone 
(optional) 

Name Address 

Date Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature}, }vd. o"\4.., 
e-mail 
(optional) 

(· 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature . , ~:tz; 
--)') ) C~L..l '"\ , ,[; - . ) 

e-mail u ""·\__ ) 

(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

j 
I 

4218



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Address ') / 
GVV !A-d I c{(0 6 0 

Na~x ;I /V'Z-CA/ JLA- ,- , lA a-fYVL 

Date',( (,
1 

4f 'iL~J in 
~ 

i I 
Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 
J-_Dizl 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

TcLJ-co.A-ve , S - scp 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature£ 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

/ 

. ~ry st1~fn/\ 
- '-.) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name 13-or.J-/ Address 
::k 3 zsq Zfl-iLTI+fv 

Date ~ ; ., Phone 
.::, 2.-0ID (optional) 

Name tJ ~I /h-, 7/.~ I Address ~'J.-..:3 
I f I K - , ,_ 

I Phone Date 
0\0 (,;t.e>\0 (optional) 

OJl!d:~ I Address 3 :;24-0 X'enLCDtd_ A uts 
Date Phone 

(optional) 

Name /3~ ~Vv/otf 
Address 

3 :J. I I ~ ~ or.dit 
Date 

10/Jj,() 
Phone 
(optional) 

Name /<J1i s1trel2.AA 5C h Address 3 zo I ~woo .f. kfe 5-
Date fo /?; /tj) Phone cr (optional) 

I I 

Name 'I) i<.o"P 
I n..t\P Addres~4 !r"%0-vi M t~r Ja ,":\ 

Date 
1~/rn 

Phone 

~f2-S&1-b31/ (optional) 
I 

NamJ)· J) ( 'llltl un. tU\..f 
Address j"f3 l ~(.ft.an ~<. '). 

Date ID{ .3 (zao / 

Phone { ;z_ J 58(_ &JJ 
(optional) fl I 0 

Signature 

Signature 

e~mail 

(optional) 

Signature 

e~mail 

(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

fYLVn.Ju_ 

(""'\ 

Sign~-b~-~ ~ 
e~mail 

(optional) 

' 

Signature~~~ ,;j k:. (),. ~ 
e~mail 

(optional) 

/ 

Sigl, ul'e ~.ill£ d. A. 

e~mail () (optional) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

,\.)S-'tAddres~~ "(~ ~). 
Date 

\_b-'1: \ '\:) Phone ,; 
(optional) "1\.o--:s--\.Q D~ -'3'1 () () 

Name Address 

Sh ~~'""'"'' i. ~ 1M f._ t'\; II> I.(, ktu. I 33t~o 'lar~n. frv,__ £. _ 
Date 

to- ·~.-- 10 

'-!.~""'-
Date 

o-~- \D 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

~-L 'S' 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) u.._~\-:1._@ ~~~~-L 

Signature (A_ 
~-~L 

e-mail 
(optional) ko;.~ar'""\'tft elye<l.toGJ. ~ 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 
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'Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 

Date Name Address Phone (Qgtlonal} Slgnatu[e Email (ogtional)lfy:gy 

l~ 
would like more 

81?:./lo 
\l...v..~ ~ '1.l.O 4&o)'L'-.III Avt;, 3 information on Saff:~ In 

the Park. 

W~TB~ 1- v~rrpg;.f eufottl·~~ 0 

o/3hv> K11t~ g "2 ')3 Geu~.y, ~ rJ0·6"~ Be ._Q_ 

o/3 uz 3 d--o I ~d!V)i~._ .(} ~J<). flik~ ,..._. 

I~LU.lf..t 'L 

'613 \'Y,sn\ ro3-C\ .. 
0--'.1<2. fv-'011 .,.-

~0\0 1"\(U~ 
t:Je_~~l~ 

~('~ ::::;, . 

4222



S:c.fety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 

Date Name Address Phone (ogtjonal} 

'"~·: ~ i!l_ 
~mall (ogtlonal)lf ~ou 

V' 5.2t2. ~.~1-;fk 
would like mgre 

%)o ,w~ '" ~ lofQrmat!on on Sj!fe~ In 

J-it-1/(F ~ !/~ the Park. 

~to 
b(,I.\(>Ly 

~1l26fo\9~ ~~ J~dceyh@ 1-klw ~ WtaJ'{ .tor f\ 

eJJ/ro 
{Itt c(CI-t- >zcz .. qtD0git1 ~MHi'(J Jd. f-&[er 

AJe v 
5 T, ""1-tWV 

6/31r6 
flt/yC-P )2(2__ G eo~~~ J1vu JJJl 
He/l-ev " t...-

!\ \J B 5 
fjnne. X10c1 G--<:o1J~ aMNV "{1, r:r /:; j\),·JLilf 1'- kv'{ .. s. _)_/, ) ~. 

r/; Jrta.r/ef1 <!.. 

,9'/ 

3~0S"" G'e o'''t ice OC\c,u .. Q .. L_.~ {IJ 

Ph.e...y er- 0\-Ut)/1../ 

~~3/Jo SveJ 7ZI1 Geov-~2-
~~ Ee(4iA_W' 

0\ kSW~ ~ZJ(J bl5tJM I A- ~ 'bt\D ---fnf{)JI;(/ 

1/:~1 to }JcJ~'\ 3 2S) 8ov-s i"' h..x.. ~I 
€6'-v\ 

1U' VA 
t(}tv..-<... G . ¥' 

%;{0 
Y, L.. 7, •• ··::r .:>, 

AI'(,J,J 
c. 
~~ <. 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 

0 
I I 

Qlli Name Address PhQne (oetlonal) 

·w~~ 
Em!Jil {oelismii!lllf ~ou 

~\~ 3J-L{S \=-\ortd<>--~vc. ~ WQUid like more 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address ~bgoe l!!m.Jg!Jal) 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. 5 952-928-7826 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Add!ti$ Pbone (odQoaU 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Phone foetlonal) 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

~ Name Address ehone (o~tional) 

July 12, Thom Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date ~ 8d~ress Pbooe loe!!onaU 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900Yosemite Av. s 952-928-7826 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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July 12, 111om Miller 2900 ~osemite A.v. s 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

July 12, 
2010 
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2900 Yosemite Av. S 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

~ Name Address Phone foQtiol!al! 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(plea~e ~ee the petition on the cover sheet) 

Address Phone <optionall Signature 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 

2010 
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S~lety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date ~ Agdress Phone {oR!iooal) 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Pbone (o(!tfonal} 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Phone loptionall 

July 12, 1hom Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the ~<[k Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(pleasl) see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Phone .t.,ti~~.;,-

I 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. s 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

July 12, 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

July 12, 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Phone jogtiQni!ll 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. 5 952-928-7826 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Phgn~ loetional} 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 

2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Addr~ss Phom~ l!n~ti2!1S!II 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. 5 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(pleasil see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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Safety In the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(pleas0 see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) · 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet for details on the petition and sending instructions) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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. 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date ~ Address Pbone {o(!:tjonal) 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. s 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in ¥he Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address l!hgne (o&II!!!JII) 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

~ t!!!!!! Address Phone: 121211ooi!ll 

July 12, Thom Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date ~ Address l!bs:mc 12D11e!!Dil 

July 12, Thom Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date Name Address Phone {ol!:tional} 

July 12, Thorn Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 
2010 
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St. Louis Park Freight Rail Petition 

We are concerned about the proposed increase of heavy freight rail traffic on the north/south MN&S spur 

and the BNSF mainline in St. Louis Park. We understand that the NIN&S spur was not intended and not 
designed to handle freight rail traffic of the density and frequency proposed by the Hennepin County 
Railroad Authority. We support the creation of light rail in our community. 

We believe that if the freight rail traffic is increased to the levels proposed by the county (from 

approximately 40 cars daily to over 800 cars daily (as forecasted by the 1999 SLP railroad study), the following will 

be at stake: 

• The safety of thousands of residents in St. Louis Park whose homes are within feet of tracks. 

The safetY of thousands of school children and staff at the St. LouisPark High school which is 
within feet of the tracks. 

• The safety of residents, visitors, and emergency personnel who will need to cross these tracks at 

any one of numerous at-grade auto and pedestrian crossings. 

The livability of the area as pollutants of all type:> degrade the surrounding areas. 

Therefore, by s1gning below, we respectfully dema d that Hennepin County, the Minnesota Department 
of Transportation, and the City of St. Louis Park fa ·ly evaluate the MN&S Route against all other viable 
routes on a fair and equal basis. We demand tha t i basi ·ncludes the costs for creating a railroad 
corridor similar in all safety attributes to th curre t worth corridor and the previous 29" Street 

corridor from where this tr origina~ n mand and demand that such a study include. 

• mes n e or both srdes of the existing tracks at fair market value to 
f-wa uch as rs the case at Kenilworth and 29" St. 

• 

• 

The cost of building o r under-passes for safe vehicle and pedestrian traffic resulting in a 

single grade level crossing er one mile of track, such as is the case at Kenilworth and 29" St. 

The cost of all remaining mitigation including, but not limited to, track enhancements, pollution 
control, landscaping, barriers, and the like. 

Signed: (---~t0-, ~ 
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"" 

Name 

Date 

Name ~/l{__ (:.,~.£ 

Date 
f/rif (ro 

Address 

~736'0 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

c~v- G:ti-'L. 
. he_..:,.Jn-tor.~rn' 

MN 

Address .;2 { 0 7 /h'"'-f.>t;kA ICS-, 

E-mail 
(optional) 

- -- ---- -- -· ------ - -- --- -- -· - -

.Cc('l 

Name s i)u ~Jcvv-- Address 37p')"Orr:ry, A-v Sv-v (_ &/ ' I ""<-

Date 
<1([!-t. (ru 

·e. 

~/~eJ I ·a. ~\'-<.- H~v...., 
Dat~[/ t.f /fr;) 

7 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

'0~11 //... 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address -J --~ . 
/7)0 ' ·.-c'l:-- (:-!'~ 

E-mail 
(optional) 

it)/ [J 

SL-P ~·z-

Signatu~ 

··?rn.S:..~"' 
Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature ~ ~ 
Phone 
(optional) ____ 

Signature~ 

Phone 
(optional) 

!>Signature/ ~ 

Phone 
(optional) 

,/ 

4300



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Nam~l ka_c<-+ Address 

232.5 s v;• s 
Date Phone 

(optional) 

Name \ I ,, 

Kcwt~ I Address~ .. ~IA~"h -te12.- Av :;;s6 
Phone 

I I 
-----

_ (optional) 

Nam~ WAIIifA 1::'~~-c 
Address j) 

d-12-1-z?&-hP 7{v<o v 
Date 

~i(r cf j 87J(o. 

Name<J~ O . 
\ . /~V \{_t. (...... 

Date 
'LLlL\ \ 'il-c;l 0 

-----

Nam·e \\ ~ " ~.(y"'9r,c; v\. ·5:-~~-
Date 1' 

~J l t"\/ C0 

Phone ft . 
(optional) $"2. c-;2-G (p 7 0 Z 

Address 
ll '{ 

Phone 
(optional)_ 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

I ( 

Address , 0 · 
L\·.)(C~ '(" , -~ i.' 1 , c· ._), ) '-.' \ f\(_...Q_. ·~·"\ \... i '~ 

Phone . 
(optional) ~ 

\ ( 

--- ---

~' 

·-

,. 

'/ 

I Signat 

I e-mail 
(optional) 

j ~lgnWihL-1 /'* ' 
I Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatur~'--'~~~ • 

e-mail 

(optional) ··--

Signatun 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

ste ·.~U~ • -~.\. ... 0 • • ··~~-
' 

e-mail 

"-

(optional) Loi.A.~Q." (~ CJ , (_u v, 

4301



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name 

Phone 
(optional) 

C-

----- -- -· -· -- ------

Nam~. .. ceu_ , 'd-t vyc ' ¥• ~"( 
Date v 

<i- r cr- ( o 

Na!'"e 
f._CZLz[~ -1-+f<-f /II 

Date ~ _ } ~ ~ J Q 

Name1~1111m'-/ Osma11 
Date q-;tj-/0 

Name 

Date 

0- I '\ ru 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

$-~-'-'61-

AdJ!t~$0 XJJiAcuoaJl dv-e S . 
Phone 
(optional) 

AddressJ /j GJ (.) 1/ .f r f1 Clf/7 1/ tl E' r 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address. 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address4Sk, y C\ l r acfmA 
Phone 
(optional) 

rJ,c:::· r) /;.,ry - 041 f - r .N\. - r,;'\ Cj . ( 

·100 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

/ 

~ -
. 

~k€-

/~ 

4302



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Nam~ 
, ' L·" ... i!_ .>2 t k v- e r:JJ,;:_ 

Address 
:3 :? ·J.-- ')... L ,· 1:> Y?'-"VJ 

Date 
q /i "( / ( 0 

Phone ·-' 

(optional) c;- c;·z. I '1 '? f.- 6 3 c G 

' .. \S: \(\\ (/ "\ 

Phone 
(optional) 03 

H:-~!L~ hi)(¥! 
Address 

·6:/_ 61 ob rw;t.__ I tl/ y. 

Phone 
9 141 ) (optional) 

W'-

Nanq 'f:) 
eJ::: 1 _ -'""''~ ~- '"'-\b '\ 

Address \ ~ 
S6DCJ c"'"""''·""~, IS ..; . Ar:* "Z41 

Date 

ql ''"' ~ lc-. 

' 

NfYt_ ---CLry / Ot/5/~r'lc-tvtf-
Date 7-14-;D 

v 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 
J83 ~ IZ.e!lltvCk-u ft.v S 

Phone , 
(optional) C(Sd._ 0/C).D 3Lt'U 

Addreslf31J wrrd~IL~ 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address ~ 
CJ 73 z ft.--;a '< t-Uo ~ A-'--""' 

Phone J 

(optional) 

s 

./ 

Sig~yre ~-- :' ,. ( 
i Jt: ! >::-h .k .· .· z .. 

/ """ _,.,... ' -· 

u e-mail 
(optional) £ 'vL ..__J <? i' .I oc Vl ~- 0\ !'n-.;·~: \ . L<-Y>-

Signature \),_ r:( . ' 
e-mail 
(optional) 

'{'.·'fe 
e-mai 
(optional) 

-
Sig~v I 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(opti~'Ail) 

e-mail 
(optional) 

_., J 

-, 

------ ·--·-" 

~:b 
v 

Signatup~- y 
~- i'c.-~C<:/.J-~y(/~- < 

e-mail 
(optional) 

-

.. 

4303



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

·o 
Na 

.:._ct~ [u~W'0~ 
Date 

ct~l~i~ 

.arn£t0{[[f J£(~ 

(.) 

Nam~ 
=~et ~6cwrtdh 

Date 
Cl·l·ib 

Name 

Date 

Address. 
a ex. 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address q /0 
E-mail 
(optional) 

S5'fl 

-~~ (1x_ ~ h~ f)'\M_. 

~')'-{3'\: 

H5 

fk_ R_d 5 

Adtf2.oq /4(1(13ftlrtA 4v~ _$ 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address q30 l \iv' ?_-~yd. ~+/ SLb 
f~;~~1nal) ~dtlv( i. (i! C.om.ce.s+. r'I..Lf 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Sign at 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

\/ 

'\ 
L_...-/' 

qx;:;...- 9.) r -{t c3 d-

d4fe1Z_ 

L 

Signa:_:sfkrL S ptw/~ 
Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

4304



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Nam 
-f\ -I 0 

Date 0 _ 
<..:::X.[ ., 

Name _ 'YJ"- ~f\.\)J')~f\._ 
Date 

~~ /-\~ 

Name t111 ,. 
n l {A)0r,~ 

Date q-1-( 0 

' 
Name 1\ /,!Jl Ia i1 I ..-----. 
Date /Ill ~ 

Name , --r . 
~'\d vt_c.._ S \,: I" d1 V(] \:;c, 

Date 

'l- I /() 

Nam~~ T skr~t<:~ 4:---
Date 

U\- I- \ D 

Name A 
Nr--1 0flvt82,_ 

Date 
4111/0 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address {; i ~J 
E-mail 
(optional) 

w 

,--,l p 

5 v- ;, 5"-{ 

Address 31; 7 jJt. ,'1/ve-ufl1 a _ 
E-mail 
(optional) 

I Address 
) ' {L 

I E-mail ' I 
(optional) 

Address 

1 S2D i<) <Like_v ,<;±_' 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address W _ IJ (/} 
I c;-L.-o "'-(_~ 'i( 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 
'J-~\1-

E-mail 
(optional) 

~\%1.-1")~ (+,; ,, ;;Vc 
-~ 

v 

~·/v._/\._ 

Signature ~- a_J t '!! 
Phone 'Jf/ -J]_j ~)GJJ 
(optional) 

- -

) Signatur ' 

Phone 
(optional) 

I 

si~arv4 -e_£ 
Pl:IQ_ne ~ 
(optional) 

~~~ 
Phone 
(optional) 

Signature ~-z_ 

Phone 
(optional) 

__, 

I 

4305



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
{please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date 

0 

Dateq-J- }0 

tc/ 

Name 
Cl0v\tL ~cJdh:,\/) 

Date 
C,/7-ro 

Name V\ 
"t_]c.,."'- ~.~..-( ""'\ 

Date 
q-{--J[u \ G 

Name}_,_ 
((R Y 5/f tor f2cJ 

Date 
0 

Name..---f -1 I 
50 •'\ 

Address 
J1:HI f.-;hc_~~ C<o"€.- 'S. 

E-mail 
{optional) 

AC{~sf LJ~ 't~ ~ 
E-mail 
{optional) 

5 

Address 
4 ~0 I Y C'K~;t.L; f~ _A-v· ~ Sc 

E-mail 
(optional) 

651--10 

s~ eo._,__,s 
<.r k.. VViN -:JS'f 

Signature 

Phone 
{optional) 

{optional) 

(optional) 

Address 
"rc\c..l. L. ') _ ·L-(}(z Signature l ~~ ~ii'U l4 (._C, S',J.._ ,: < I~" 

E-mail Phone \ 
(optional) {optional) 

Address 
5!.._/' Signatur~ _ f(f2 zt1o 

t) s ;J/ "·---~- ~ 
E-mail Phone 
(optional) {optional) 

I Address Lj J 0 f 4-6 +£, ~ I Signature 

E-mail - @ _ _ Phone ---~ -1 
{optional)~@ Kif ( U-1,t:::_f, ( o VVl (optional) 

v' 

~ -

4306



~ ;:Jo 

Safety in the Park Freight Rail Petition Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Date ~ Address Phone 'oetiooall 

July 12, Them Miller 2900 Yosemite Av. S 952-928-7826 

2010 

¥lr Ke~~~ r & 4 q_ \J ts," c._ \l\ vr. <; qs2 -'541 -__.., 

9 S8; f 
~\G ~c~~u--

' l ' /)\Ol!! v; 111~t,6-.S0 ''h<. -s"t( {rV&:' t,iJ~,I... "'-"'-. 

. ,v""' Gt-H11Vj' 1'-

f1 ~ 
I'f'l ~'"""' 

{;(~-

.~~ 
v7;~-

/;0?/ 
,;z_:;J.;LO C-"f"-· C.c-_,/rJ/ 

I 

(]ct;v;,o 

ScC?hJ.( r.n-1-k "! ,,_w 

L' G.J't 7_{12. ·""'-'rv-~y I'Ve. 

Lv.t·~l\ f::.L- f'J ·'1LI r- $1-jj-{, 

1):,.,-: dlJJ.- (Ylon+~v~ /i.J S · 
I I 

(j}QiASTer•'\ <;.Lr )-1/J ~)'-Rr.. 

\Jlcu\c:_ ~J,_~ r 1/{ahatA{tL 
~ol5r '70(1{f{;J . 

Signature Emaillogslonalllf nu 
would ljke more 
info[mi!tio!} Q!J ~afg!Y: jg 
the Park, .. 

thom@two-
rivers. net 

%C0 ~ 
~ " 
rtst-~._/ 

I I 
{!£Utf v 

rd~ 

kt~ 
-

21;[1' L~L 

4~f!trtt !/-

4307



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name 

Date 

Name 

.rk 
Date 

-/4 -{(:) 
Na 

(j 

Y~:o-Lo n 
Date 

Address ~ 

~~ \ ':::> 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address ..-, 

J 
Phone 
(optional) 

~ 

Address , , 
2! 2-4 I ).fJ c Cil. ctlJ(. S · 

Phone 
(optional) O(e;z- 9 2:) ~5 ( -=3L 

Address J._7'2- /A kG.. 4vc, S, 1 °f 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address J v.7 3/)...03 ?-GUrJ'l£i/YJ l7v s 
Phone C. 
(optional) J:)/}.. 2JS' 03 '7 (' 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address j 

Phone 
(optional) 

·; 2..ir 3 et .,h·u"n {- ;;,, 
'?~l-C!J2_<j- 1)3 

;b ~ 'C.'l<...ICI~ /'ve ~ 

1 

Sign 

e-m<!il 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatur 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Lef)_ 

,..___ 

e-mail mar~/St/"~) G:>yn_c R, :;:f'./1:# 
(optional) 

... 
Signature j:;J).;.fv';'v· 
e-mail . 
(optional) e.dw."h, \vo· 'yV\!'11 'l ' ~ h1 

e-
(optional) 

4308



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Nam 

Date 

Name~. 

Date 

Name . I ?.P.::b'e M 
Date ~~ lf> 20)\) 

N 

ivor~ 

Name 

Nam 

Address ---;:;. 
0 37 D/4nScu,·c ( Av-P So 

Phone e-mail 
(optionall (optional) 

Address c;; l O'i' ~ w -( O(___k_.c;:: )1- -~ s:L[ ( 6 I Signature 

Phone I e-mail 
(optional) (optional) 

Address 

dl -~~ --;wq <e 0 --

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 
OS4 VIeJo--()' (A \,J 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 
t;,c,'Z-9 c.._.tv-LL,__ (2_l 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

I 

2- '31-- ' 

S~1 
Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Sign~re 

e-mail 
(optional) 

)"n 

~ 

--<....Q_ 

4309



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name() 

r\o.::.al bo iS1rno vi 
Date 

OQ-110. 

Name 

w" ..l. ~~~ 
Date u 

9!1 ~ l1a 

Name-:::rm~ f\-ro.~ 
Date 

Name[QA iSf4 \%tM'.e£l e.,.. 
Date 

Nam 

Date 

Name 

PErrvzJ.~ 
Date 

1--ltf-/1 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address d:D'3.b Kn, 
Phone 

~ 
(optional) 

~d Aue.S 
u 

-

Address 
32.~ 't:NY);)W\c,\:.. J\v~ S, 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address,(?;, \1 ~ <;,~; r~ Ave. _c; . 
Phone 
(optional) 

Ad/r2Q 
Phone 
(optional) 

Add res~ ;)/u J~ Jw N 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address 7fr" 
7//h I'V ~(!;-

Phone CfA 
(optional) 

Signature 

fu• ~~ e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatur~~ ~ 

e-mail v 
_ (optional) 

Signature L).JI.,W ~ ~t 
e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatur: 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatur. 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatur~~.J. % ~ "' 
e-mail {/ 

(optional) 

4310



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name 

... 
Date 

Name 

Date 

Address 

.Jz1z 
Phone 

..r: 

(optional) ..7-s z.-~·;-.Sf'_/ 

Address 

12 H....... !. /.. I 'fL._ 
Phone 
(optional) 15'2--'121-~(7/ 

Name /1// ~ ~ I Address If OJ./ {f tJ dlsf sf 
Date Phone 

/0 (optional) ( ,;z I d-

Name J 
C?zat~e 

Address dc<-tnf. oho ve Ci..J . r --· . -- -
Phone Date 

«7 I 1& I 1n (optional) 

Name- Address 

Jaxo. :Z.l kCJ fC{ 
Date Phone 

---
Joptional) 

Name~\.}..\,(___ 
~t-z_ ~-\--

Date 

(optiona 

Address 

s 

IUL_ 

Nas ;J-e c ~ P't-, {p;fT ~ z. n ?o [( I~ I c:...vr ,._._., \ t:t?oT 
Date Phone q- I b -;-o (optional) 

-~ 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatu~/ ~- 4-~ 
e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

I e-mail 
(optional) 

a-- fZ----
e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature ---------------
e-mail 
(optional) 

Signatur~p 

e-mail 
(optional) 

~-

4311



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

C\1i1SOJ1~ 
Address 2 ~40 H Ov~IY\tY5n,trr l\Vd 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name 

M 
Date 

Name 

/i.ll~ Dwvt3 
Date 

'lh~?lio 

Date 
() 

Name (I , 

L-1 '~ 
Date q lb) I o 

Date \j ~~-

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 7//to ~.__,v, ~~~cl j (--' 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address (JGc>:X:> f/-r A, i f-ov, ) 1-

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 
) 3\0 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address GCO 
E-mail 
(optional) 

'S"vvnvt-e.v ~'S 5'-P 

G<-¥'-ftt~ / s 

I 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature ZJ;2 ~ 
.o. }A • --~ 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

I Phone 
(optional) 

'?//? 

Signature );JM,( ~~{?0----
Phone 
(optional) 

4312



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

~ 

J~wfs.f-t' 

Name~·~ R b 
I I"' V ~5/al'\ 

. Date 't[l~liO 

Name 

Date 

Name Kevi.rl 
Date 9/ /(p /rD 

Address 

:?U?c.f 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Add.2st' V/ 0 ~ClCM.. 
·E-mail 

(optional) 

Address 
1!1& 
E-mail 
(optional) 

5I--

t)2_')Y,1 st 

- ~ . 

~ I ,('(? Ovv--'-_S 

Address V. ( 
3~33 ~OOd 

E-mail 

(optional) 1.~(~ @_ COYV\..C 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Add-u;~-:::, 
E-mail 
(optional) 

~~ .5. 

\...j_.- s 

e 
(optional) 

Sig~~ 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

4313



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name.-< J -1_ .::,) f-tlt'X.ttM 2t~::f! r;;;;_ 

Date dJf. -l (:, _ { O 
v 

A 

Name/ \ r 
11r .,..t ·r J<uV1~ ill 

Date 1 
I \_ 

'- q./G.·/0 

Name 

Date 

Name 0SYT1~ YY),vte 

Date CJ- /£- ()-o/D 

Name 

Date "'[- l l{> 

Address tf 
I c. :J-- s h i1J s r _!1-t.!A- v c:-

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address ld~ Ji/,0 0 ""~- ~-s=oo 
E-mail 
(optional) 

t-UY::uVv>--a ~ 

Address JJ t. 
:2-7 2-f£- ~-T..r-..: l!u" 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address d-~ 0 

E-mail 
(optional) 

~g 

Name . ·, .. Address 
'I '65? Lot\.:<,.IC[Vt-'t ~1. ,',L( Slfl U6 

Date E-mail 
(optional) 

( 

Signature 

Phone 
(op{f( nal) 

/ 
Signa ure 

j-Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

A- 1!11_\, I 
\) 

vv l 

\2-
) 

Signatu_r' & _G~) 
(.-:Jj/ 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

A 

4314



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name\) 
0\ J!L \ \) : "' z...e. ~ ·, 

I Date q/[b/ 10 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name {. 
(\L & .... ~ 

Date 

Name 6 Ctrf- b/11-~ 
Date 

cr--1~ -/0 

Name 

Date 

Name 

Date 

Address 
~e, S ~ \.{...,_.,.,.-, \.._',ra. Avo > 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

q <; -z_ 'S"Lt 4 0 Lt I.A. 7 
~~2..<""" 

Addres!i)-ooo t>OJAJ All (. S · 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

t-Co 
Phone 
(optional) 

Address 
'2-73"3 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

tut I L.., Ave 5 

V•rt;,"''q AvA.) ~~~ 
v 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

e-ma1 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

~-c-

-

}.;Vv_d'f-.___ 
W C. oM c: -k ~ e lro-1CQ<~, 

.L 

Signature (.{,.A- ;!( £ ( __L_._./' 

e-mail \.../ 

(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 

e-mail . 

(optional) 

4315



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Nam Address 

Phone 
(optional) 

') I Signatur ~-

Name {~fltZWS ,/)/tiil.l(t!JZ/J. Address 40'57. tJ.i-{L/4 A\;~ S Signature 

Date Phone e-mail ( 1 1 _ 
If() I I I 20l!D (optional) q ) ;z - q-;)... 5 - 5 i 5 (:, (optional) Go-r o>@? \ n ~ 5 i <\vt ~ 11 (<lS, ( 

Na 

/::,Mp~ GLfG<.C_ 

Date 

Name 
·Taz G-'-t' Lu<.e 

Date 
{oi(/LV 

Name 

Date 
ftl - /- /0 

Na 
!\__ 

lo _ [() 

Address 
Z-<; 

Addc:t 
r5'~'-f Z.l 

Phone !Jt; 
(optional) 

Address£ '3?-9 

l;i "S, 

0 3;--r~ 5( 

Phone () - z_ gJ , .J '{:b 
(optional) 1 ~ b j-

Address 
4-~ 'Z..f' L;c //ic.J~•~ •-

Phone 
(optional) '1') 2-- z_z_ I s-~ )"b 

Address . " ~ S 2 (p Z. c~ L{_ oce-vvc,d.i ·· 
Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 
\ 

e-mail r J L...S, Jcir>·~ 

(optional)~. GJa-.L(~"-"'~ 'Co.-

e-mail , 
(optional) 

e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature ~-
e-mail 
(optional) 

Signature 
~ 

e-mail 
(optional) 

I 

4316



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

\2.o ("'.C<..., c-.. 

~~-
•A ~ <::) AA.. ~:IrV 

Date 

NaDc?D 
Date 

Name 

( 4//cM~ 
Date ' '? 

Na 

Date' 

Name (Jw1.} c;<.--

Date 
I~ I' I,., 
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Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signatur• 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

{au 

c(};~ 

'"&untt 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Naf't.:r r '1 ~1/Vf e f 
Date ~ 

r--/v-- I ·l / / 

Nam:A/Nr 0 'OT-vtN.JI 
Date 

C,-IY-ID 

Namj'/ / / , '\ 
' /C.. ?i--t '-'L. ( / {J ""-" "'-· ~ 

Date 
~/ / iC~tji> 

J / / 

j 
Date 

Name fh ztt~4h 13m WN 
Date 

1- iLf- [O 

Date 

Address ~ , 1 / 
.::2 &~ 2 1 -,-; L<'(' ;<L/-- "u e 

E-mail J 

(optional) 

Address 
_1 ~s~ '-1 A 1.1'-f • '> t 4Lf r 

E-mail 
(optional) 

/'ddress I v U / 
I I I ' __;;d(7/~ j 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Addr~s 
12 '-1 

E-mail 
(optional) 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

\=lonJ......_ 

' -J QJi <;tv /~ 

~ '3'3 '-I. ?__o_v fuo.h 
E-mail 
(optional) 

l\1 

Name I Address 
6•·,.-.,<Y" .5c.o-H--s._._\-lt::.r-) '2-.,b-:z. Coto..-a.cl<-> /'Ye .. S. 

'7-IY- 10 
Date E-mail 

(optional) 5c.ot-ts <-L+h:Y~"''""'""; 1. c 5N1 
~ 

s 
--7'1 ,- L.. --

Sign'aJ,~ /// 
- --~ "'-' -.:"':=-' 

.,.- -/'"~--_:? _ .. ..__ // ,z ::L--7' ' (x- .?-·· c._.<...- .., y { .... /' ~ 

Phone \..__ / r 
~?--: 

(optional) 

Signature -, •,-. ( ( 
au~- 0 L~~ . 1 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone ~' 
(optional) 

Signal 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

)-/ 
' ~· 

I 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name ~ -
··.---1·~~ .... ~"-' ~~ 

Date 'i /t '-!- / tJ 

Nam 

Date 

Name (-} b J; 1--J.c. l; A / ; 
Date 

Name 

t:A-1 l' A-t _1 __t=-.II 
Date 

D"l ll'-~ !wu; 

Date 

'1 w.o 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

JLO lf) at< rJ. \ l ~t_U?o 
E-mail 

..__,oi= 

(optional) 

. 
E-mail ~~@ J 
(optional)_ ' a6 .( C>YY\ 

Address 

<,o"CJ ftLN'Y /()OS BP4 F-!212 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Y1 3--\JAlK'PML 
.wn 

Address 

3 -s '2..~ 'I nc,f#..;, 1 ~ AJ E S . 
E-mail 

(optional) ..Jft+l'\-

Add res~:, 

E-mail 
(optional) 

'V\rtJ> ~ S. 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

I Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

~ : 1/_ ... N<. 

Phone 
(optional) 

s· r:: - ~ 1gnature .. --=-------- ~~/ /.~~ ____ 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

i -
' / I 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name Jd _ 
alee.. Ju~r\.1\_e-::; 

Datq 
!4-/Ao-r D 

Na:1:h c..kt1. VI'S A Abo 
Date q -) L{ _ {U 

Name 

Date 

Name ' .· I~ Ddv( I·'\! ' .. ' 
Date 

Rt /1'1 I !J 

Name " Sti! sr, ·" ~ 

Date \ 
"1 ( I '-! ( I .:;? 

Name )<i/< jV\A}ut-' 
Date 

Address ~- fh 
3l4 I -I-/6,J "i> r v e. 0. 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 
l{ ~ .S {edt.- Y' Let le-t lh1 

E-mail 
(optional) 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 
1.(cze-r 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address J 
E-mail 
(optional) 

/~?~1-,:>-e~ . 

'\ ).. I C-i.--=~ 

Adt~L~ u~ ~~ 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Si&Q~r <"f ~1 Ct.-Lu_<...., j{/ G ~ 
I 

Phone v 
I 

(optional) ' 

src; 1fe/ 
" " Phone I 

(optional) 

5-
Signatur~: 

c: 
Phone 
(optional) 

s Signature 

I Phone 
(optional) 

SigU7'- ~ 

Phone 
(optional) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name Rff£CC/l VJAtfL 
Date 

9 ~ '1/ d-Ol b 

Name ff 
J).Ar. 9 c . '-' ~.;;:-
Date I L(So;."f' \ Q 

Name 

M•V!C"-
Date 

Name 
1~1 f~ ~l'c;A.?..__ 

Nam~u C-al~ 

Date C(-/Vj-/{/ 

,.... 
Name ~/ ~ 

EA.ILC.~ rJ!l/1 tA.J6'" 
Date 

1 ~Itt, I tJ 
.I 

Name~ L-._ 
<. tr.J Hvl (kf.V) 

Date ill'-\\lt; 

Address {y57)9 /J11!/TJA SU4J 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 
Z-S";SG G~ '<G.-e. -\-JE: SJ..s\1{ 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

I ,0 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

-a \tutr}vr-~'7 cA-v-e 

Address~ ) ~ Jft~ ...'1. ~ 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 
) ( t?~ J?t_5_t?,_!! 1vc;. / 

E-mail b I 
(optional) Cag o{f~ t:,.a..~oo . C0..!0._ 

J I I 

Address 3 l O 8; Y'-e. v-s -e. _1-1_ Ax 
E-mail l 

(optional) 

Signature fe.Jl~ i/_Jc:~ 

Phone 
(optional) 

Si~re ~ ~-j_ 
Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signataf£ 

Phone' 
(optional) fl 

/ 
/) 

_.f.'_ 
Signature ' UW '1__ _[2_ J 
Phone ,;: 

(optional) 

I 
Signatua 

~ 
-~~ k1 .--!. 

Phone ~ 

(optional) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Name ~-
~Jv \ ~C' f-

Date q-;yJJl(J (J 

Name 

Date 

Name.(:\ 
-~ 6-v..s 

Date 
'1:- r Lf-r o 

Name 
8:17.-'W 'Bcllt:L-L 

Date q q-- i - )() 

Date 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address S 
Y?:;S?;JfJ,.__.. r4v 

E-mail 
(optional) 

E-mail 
(optional) 

1 SL t ~rJ ,·c ytc.. 

Address r/iYs._ 
d83? . 05011-+ IC: fiVE .\-

E-mail 
b k b<::. ve ( I(Q Q Mq; I. Cc'frl (optional) 

·Add~D/ i?dSYz_ 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

SignatureC~ -L ~ 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

.'\ \ ' -~ I : ('\ -------
v v 

91J 2 -d f5 . I ( G' 1 

~ 

I 

I 

I 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

Na 
1\~MV 

Name 

Date 

Name f 'J 4f7' 9:' -a#)_ ;- ttl" 
Date tJ J I L/,J/ / 0 

Name A 
Date 

·! 
I 

t) 
/ 

Address 
2'ls) la<-\...<;t'-"'C AlrC 
E-mail 
(optional) c1 6l(l)C 11~,<9 fVISf>. c~ 

Adu~ 'i ~ [ ~cJL J 1'JVLC 

E-mail c' 
(optional • 

Address 
VoO 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

;;LG.. o t K~c~ .Av<- S 
E-mail 
(optional) P...<~ft., S /aJ,_ @_ t"'.r:/~ <-0·--.... 

A/. dress 
L-f Lj ( 0 VJO 0/)12-iJ..f--e 

E-mail 
(optional) 

Address/ Jf t( /0 
E-mail 
(optional) 

12& 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Phone '- <?(): _ ~-u.:;3<::__ 
(optional) 

SignatuYiJJJjJ 

Phone a·s . . 
(optional) f · -~ E';L( Lj f)O(o.J, 

Phone . 
(optional) vcr :s-2 -

Phone 
(optional) 

-:::;, 
_5 

hcr-z__../ 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 

11\ame \ , • \'-· " . .LQ 'f\ '1\\_;\ \ \J\ \) v.\--.. '\\J'v\lsc"" 

oat\.\'-\. \o 

Name 

Ml~ 'W-'3-\r-J~ 
Date C\ / \<\ I \O 

Name 

Date 

NameK\v~\-0" Av-deJSf)Y> 
Date 

\0 

Name 

Date 

Address . 
2\0\ (Jior"hvvc_·· 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

'2..-'155 'f~r-..l--re.- M-...-- s 
E-mail Vv\We: """"-'"'"' Q~dh( :.._l.\,,t 
(optional) 

Address 

~lo e.S.. 
E-mail 
(optional) ' e.v\ kv..JC.@ '-fa.~oCf. C.ovV\ 

Addres'4\ Q 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 2-2..'2.-C\, 
E-mail 
(optional) 

Address 

E-mail 
(optional) 

ve..s. 

lv---

Signatu~ k -

Phone/ 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signatu 

Phone 
(optiona 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

Signature 

Phone 
(optional) 

/V.¥~~ 

-

I 
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Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Jacqueline DiGregorio 

Email 
jacki@photovo lt .com 

Address 
55416 

safetyinthepark <jacki@photovolt.com> 
Tuesday, November 13,2012 11 :56 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4339



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Ann Hildreth 

Email 
Ann.c.hildreth@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Ann.c.hildreth@gmail .com> 
Tuesday, November 13, 2012 11 :27 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3350 Brunswick Ave Saint Louis Park, MN 55416 

2 

4340



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Marcie Pietrs 

Email 
marcie@xenwood.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <marcie@xenwood.com> 
Tuesday, November 13, 2012 9:39AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4121 Xenwood AveS, St Louis Pk, MN 55416 

3 

4341



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Holly Mahling 

Email 
hollyma@hotmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <hollyma@hotmail.com> 
Monday, November 12, 2012 12:54 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

6304 West 35th St., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

4 

4342



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Judy Wells 

Email 
judy.o.wel ls@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <judy.o.wells@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 12, 2012 12:55 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3379 Brunswick AveS, StLouis Park, MN, 55416 

5 

4343



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Rebecca Phelan 

safetyinthepark <rebeccaphelan@hotmail.com> 
Monday, November 12, 2012 7:41AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
rebeccaphelan@hotmail.com 

Address 
3944 Joppa Ave South StLouis Park, MN 55416 

6 

4344



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Ellen Lipschultz 

Email 
leynia@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <leynia@comcast.net> 
Sunday, November 11,2012 2:16PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3925 Dakota AveS; StLouis Park, MN 55416 

7 

4345



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Lynne Stobbe 

Email 
lynnestobbe@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lynnestobbe@gmail.com> 
Saturday, November 10, 2012 2:33PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3056 Dakota Ave. S., St.Louis Park, MN. 55416 

8 

4346



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Leilani Bloomquist 

Email 
ljbloomguist@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ljbloomquist@gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 08, 2012 4:42PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2170 Ridge Drive #31, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

9 

4347



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Dr. Luke Foster 

Email 
lukefisu@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lukefisu@yahoo.com> 
Wednesday, November 07, 2012 9:51 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4045 Brookside Avenue, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

10 

4348



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 

Linda Roetzer 

Email 

I i nda0962 @yahoo .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <linda0962@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, November 06, 2012 9:44PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2817 Brunswick Ave . S. St. Louis park Mn 55416 

11 

4349



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 

Jon Gjerde 

Email 

jon.gjerde@spps.org 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jon.gjerde@spps.org> 
Saturday, November 03, 2012 12:22 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3248 Alabama Ave South St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

12 4350



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
aaron smith 

safetyinthepark <aarontsmith 1 O@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, November 03, 2012 8:52AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 

aarontsmithlO@hotmail.com 

Address 

2732 Brunswick Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

13 4351



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 

aaron smith 

safetyinthepark <aarontsmith 1 O@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, November 03, 2012 8:52AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
aarontsmithlO@hotmai l.com 

Address 
2732 Brunswick Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

14 4352



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Erik Hauglid 

Email 
ehaugl id@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ehauglid@gmail.com> 
Sunday, October 28, 2012 9:00PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2854 Blackstone Ave, StLouis Park MN 55416 

15 4353



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Nancy Ritzman 

Email 
barney@carlsonfields.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <barney@carlsonfields.com> 
Sunday, May 15, 2011 9:44PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4150 Xenwood AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

21 

4354



4355



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Michael Pliner 

safetyinthepark <brianwinters83@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, July 31 , 2012 8:38PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
brianw inters83@yahoo.com 

Address 
2752 Alabama aves 

18 

4356



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Robert shrewsbury 

Email 
Rnshrews@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Rnshrews@comcast. net> 
Tuesday, July 19, 2011 8:18PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2912 Brunswick ave sst louis park mn 55416 

19 

4357



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Kimberly Evanoff 

Email 

safetyinthepark <kimberlyevanoff@yahoo.com> 
Monday, April 04, 2011 1:38 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

kim be rlyeva noff@ya hoo .com 

Address 
2752 Brunswick AveS 

22 

4358



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Celeste Gaspard 

Email 
celeste.haynes@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <celeste. haynes@g mail. com> 
Sunday, January 23, 2011 6:37 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

6210 Hamilton St. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

23 

4359



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Andrew Merrill 

Email 
apmerri ll@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <apmerrill@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, January 11, 2011 1 0:49 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

24 

4360



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Renata Anderson 

safetyinthepark <renata.anderson@yahoo.com> 
Monday, January 10, 2011 2:45PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
renata .anderson@yahoo.com 

Address 

3312 Idaho AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

25 

4361



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 

Lisa Robinson 

Email 

lisasrobinson@msn.com 

Address 
2575 Vernon Ave 

safetyinthepark <lisasrobinson@msn.com> 
Friday, December 17, 2010 10:02 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

26 

4362



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 

deborah martineau 

Email 

goodygoodyms@live.com 

Address 
2400 nevada ave s 

safetyinthepark <goodygoodyms@live.com> 
Thursday, December 16, 2010 3:27 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

27 

4363



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 

Sengdara Grue 

Email 

svannavong@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <svannavong@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, August 23, 2012 11 :43 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2701 Brunswick AveS, St.Louis Park, MN 55416 

16 

4364



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Donna O'Quinn 

Email 
redhead3668@ya hoo .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <redhead3668@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, August 12, 2012 9:26AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

5920 West 41st St, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

17 

4365



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Seibett, Brad 

Email 
bseibert224@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bseibert224@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 1:19PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2712 Colorado Ave, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

4366



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jennifer Cossack 

safetyinthepark <robertcossack@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 12:20 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
robe1tcossack@hotmai !.com 

Address 

2 

4367



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
William Vandover 

safetyinthepark <fritzvandover@gmail . com> 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 10:31 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
fritzvandover@gmail .com 

Address 
5915 W 42nd St., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

3 

4368



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Meghan, Van Dyke 

safetyinthepark <mmshaughness@gmail.com> 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 9:08AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
mmshaughness@gmail .com 

Address 
3325 Library Lane, St. Louis Park, MN, 55426 

4 

4369



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Alec, Van Dyke 

safetyinthepark <alecvandyke@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, September 30, 2010 9:06 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
alecvandyke@hotmail.com 

Address 
3325 Library Lane, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

5 

4370



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
James Kirkpatrick 

safetyinthepark <james.kirkpatrick@hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, September 29, 2010 8:16PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
james.kirkpatrick@hotmail.com 

Address 
5913 W 25 1/2 St St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

6 

4371



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
gai I wurdell 

Email 
glwurd@concast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <glwurd@concast. net> 
Wednesday, September 29, 2010 4:10PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

7 

4372



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Patrick, Krueger 

Email 
krueger.pj@gmail .com 

Address 
2940 Brunswick Ave S 

safetyinthepark <krueger.pj@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, September 29, 2010 9:42 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

8 

4373



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mary Dwire 

Email 
md2721 @comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <md2721 @com cast. net> 
Wednesday, September 29, 2010 8:18AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2721 Blackstone Ave S St Louis Park M 

9 

4374



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Joe, Lusso 

Email 
myjmail007@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <myjmail007@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, September 29, 2010 5:39AM 
thom @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3104 Colorado AveS, StLouis Park, MN, 55416 

10 

4375



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Holly Penticoff 

Email 
hpenticoff@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <hpenticoff@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 4:51 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2937 Blackstone Ave. S. St. Louis Park MN 55416 

11 

4376



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Ke1meth Elkins 

Email 
kscottelkins@aol.com 

Address 
4185 Yosemite Ave. S 

safetyinthepark <kscottelkins@aol.com> 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 3:53 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

12 

4377



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
timothy lind 

Email 
tlind5@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <tlindS@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 3:50PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3148 alabama ave. st. louis park mn. 55416 

13 

4378



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Merlin Dwire 

Email 

safetyinthepark <mdwire2721 @com cast. net> 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 3:21 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

mdwire272 1 @comcast.net 

Address 
2721 Blackstone Ave. So. St. Louis Park, Mn. 55416 

14 

4379



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
kimberly k burk 

Email 
kkburk@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <kkburk@comcast. net> 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 3:14PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2914 Virginia AveS, StLouis Park, MN, 55426 

15 

4380



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Dyani Elkins 

Email 
dyanielkins@aol.com 

Address 
4185 Yosemite Ave. S 

safetyinthepark <dyanielkins@aol.com> 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 3:11 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

16 

4381



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Patti McDaniel 

Email 
pdking@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <pdking@gmail.com> 
Monday, September 27, 2010 10:52 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3208 Idaho Ave S, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

17 

4382



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliNamc 
Beth Yurchisin 

Email 
byblis 1 020@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <byblis 1 020@yahoo.com> 
Monday, September 27, 2010 8:28AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

6724 Eliot View Road, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

22 

4383



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Paul, Spiegel 

Email 
paul.spiegel@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <paul.spiegel@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 26, 2010 8:02 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

7544 Maplebrook Pkwy Brooklyn Park, MN 55445 

23 

4384



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Calli, Moreau 

Email 
calbomb@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <calbomb@msn.com> 
Sunday, September 26, 2010 7:05 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2725 Dakota Ave. S, St. Louis Park, MN, 554 16 

24 

4385



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Stephen, Moreau 

Email 
moreau04@hotmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <moreau04@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 26, 2010 7:04 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2725 Dakota Ave. S, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

25 

4386



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jennifer Goodman 

Email 
jengem 11 05@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jengem11 05@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, September 26, 2010 6:21 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4525 Park Commons Dr., #41 0, St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

26 

4387



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Lang 

safetyinthepark <amysglassworks@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 26, 2010 8:04 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
amysglassworks@hotmail .com 

Address 
6005 west 35th street Apt G, SLP, MN, 55416 

27 
4388



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Jacqueline Haugen 

Email 
jcqhaugen@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jcqhaugen@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, September 25, 2010 9:18PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2255 nevada ave s apt 9 st louis park mn 55426 

28 

4389



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Jann Nelson 

Email 
jannjaxon@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jannjaxon@comcast.net> 
Saturday, September 25, 2010 6:10PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4557 Cedar Lake Road S., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

29 

4390



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
RYANCASSEM 

Email 
livinginslp@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <livinginslp@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, September 25, 2010 5:35 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3204 EDGEWOOD AVE SOUTH STLOUIS PARK MN 55426 

30 
4391



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
John Morris 

Email 
Morr0339@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Morr0339@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, September 25, 201 0 4:45 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3200 Idaho aves, st Louis park, mn, 55426 

31 

4392



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Barb and Joe Falzone 

Email 
BarbFalzone@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <BarbFalzone@msn.com> 
Saturday, September 25, 2010 3:20 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3736 Huntington Avenue, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

32 
4393



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Claudia, Engeland 

Email 
cje8@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cje8@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, September 25, 2010 1:11 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3940 inglewood AveS, StLouis Park, MN, 55416 

33 
4394



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Andriana Schirack 

Email 

safetyinthepark <andriana_vais@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, September 25, 2010 11 :27 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

andriana vais@hotmail .com 

Address 
2611 Xenwood Ave, st louis park mn 5 5416 

34 
4395



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David, Harvath 

Email 
politics@Harvath.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <politics@Harvath.net> 
Sunday, October 03, 2010 7:04PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

18175 Highland Ave., Deephaven, MN, 5539 1 

134 
4396



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Karen Johnson 

Email 
karen.johnson@q.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <karen .johnson@q.com> 
Sunday, October 03, 2010 5:39PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2749 Blackstone Ave, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

135 

4397



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 

safetyinthepark <kagibson@q.com> 
Sunday, October 03, 2010 10:54 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Karyn Gibson and Charles Turne 

Email 
kagibson@q.com 

Address 
2805 Webster Ave. S, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

136 

4398



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
wendi swenson 

Email 
daisy 1 0802@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <daisy1 0802@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 6:42PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4800 vallacher ave st louis park 

137 

4399



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Habtamu Tamiru 

Email 

safetyinthepark <habtamu.tamiru@gmail.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 6:30 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

habtamu. tam iru@gmail.com 

Address 
2908 blackstone Ave, St.Louis Park, MN, 55416 

138 

4400



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Laura McQuillan 

safetyinthepark <lauramcq62@comcast. net> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 6:13PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
lauramcg62@comcast.net 

Address 
4011 Wooddale Avenue South, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

139 

4401



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Purdy, M 

safetyinthepark <clockpurdy@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 2:04PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
clockpurdy@hotmail.com 

Address 
2848 Blackstone Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

140 

4402



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
McGown,N 

Email 
nolashouse@q.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <nolashouse@q.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 2:03PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2844 Blackstone Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

141 

4403



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Shannan Cranbrook 

safetyinthepark <shannan8126@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 12:41 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shannan8 126@yahoo.com 

Address 
7000 26th St W SLP, MN 55426 

142 
4404



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Francesca, Mahoney 

safetyinthepark <fcherubini2@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 11 :30 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
fcherubini2@hotmail .com 

Address 
4257 Toledo AvenueS., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

143 

4405



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Thomas, Mahoney 

Email 
ilvino@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ilvino@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 11 :29 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

4257 Toledo AvenueS., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

144 
4406



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Linda Lott 

Email 
lottminn@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lottminn@aol.com> 
Saturday, October 02, 2010 8:30AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2816 xenwood avenue south 

145 
4407



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Melanie Oregan 

Email 
cpotamus@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cpotamus@aol.com> 
Friday, October 01 , 2010 10:15 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

6222 W. 35th Street # 12, SLP, MN 55416 

146 

4408



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Sharon Cregan 

Email 
shandbi@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <shandbi@yahoo.com> 
Friday, October 01 , 2010 6:57PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3045 Brunswick Ave. So. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

147 
4409



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
kerry adelmann 

safetyinthepark <kerry.adelmann@gmail.com> 
Friday, October 01, 2010 8:09AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
kerry.adelmann@gmai l.com 

Address 
3762 alabama ave, st louis park, rnn 55416 

150 

4410



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiLName 
mary, Gosselin 

safetyinthepark <gossem@parknicollet.com> 
Tuesday, November 06, 2012 5:00PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
gossem@parknicollet.com 

Address 
3216 Florida Av. S, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

1 

4411



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Barbara Daly 

Email 
bdaly1947@live.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bdaly1947@live.com> 
Sunday, November 04, 2012 5:41 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2749BrunswickA veSoSt LouisParkMN55416 

2 
4412



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Nicholas Jermihov 

Email 
jermihov@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jermihov@aol.com> 
Thursday, November 01, 2012 8:52 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4378 Thielen Ave. Edina, MN 55436 

3 
4413



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Dana Gilbertson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <dana.gilbertson@gmail .com> 
Tuesday, October30, 201211:47 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

dana. gi I bertson@gmail.com 

Address 
3252 Georgia AveS, St. Louis Park MN 55426 

4 

4414



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sean Gilbertson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <sean.gilbertson@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 30, 2012 11 :38 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

sean. gil be11son@gmai l. com 

Address 
3252 Georgia Ave S, StLouis Park, MN 

5 

4415



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sharon Fuller 

safetyinthepark <Sharonfuller@earthli nk.net <x@atl4mhib24.myregisteredsite.com> 
Sunday, October 28, 2012 2:44PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
Sharonfuller@eatt hlink.net 

Address 
3012 Zarthan AvenueS 

6 

4416



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

FuiiName 
Christine Dovolas 

Email 
thetsa2@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <thetsa2@yahoo.com> 
Friday, June 29, 2012 3:42 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

S-Top Priority 

2140 Ridge Dr #22, St. Louis Park, Mn 55416 

7 
4417



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
CHRISTOPHER OTT 

safetyinthepark <chriskelleeott@gmail.com> 
Thursday, May 03, 2012 11 :34 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
chriskclleeott@gmail.com 

Address 
4380 Thielen Ave Edina, MN 55436 

8 
4418



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

FuiiName 
David Spar 

Email 
daspar55@gmail.com 

Address 
Lynn Ave 55416 

safetyinthepark <daspar55@gmail.com> 
Monday, October 24, 2011 11 :28 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

8-Top Priority 

9 
4419



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

FullName 
Cindy L. Nelson 

Email 
grump007@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <grump007 @aol.com> 
Monday, October 10, 2011 8:13AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

A-TO DO Immediately 

6120 Hansen Rd, Edina, MN,55436 

10 
4420



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

FuiiName 
Vlado Kecman 

Email 

safetyinthepark nk.net> <vlado.kecman@centuryli<x> 
Tuesday, September 27, 2011 4:23 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

A-TO DO Immediately 

vI ado. kecman@century I i nk.net 

Address 
2814 Blackstone Ave St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

11 
4421



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

FuiiName 
Zinaida Kecman 

Email 

safetyinthepark nk.net> <zinaida.kecman@centuryli<x> 
Tuesday, September 27, 2011 4:21 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

A-TO DO Immediately 

zinaida.kecman@century I ink. net 

Address 
2814 Blackstone Ave St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

12 
4422



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
garysweesy 

Email 
sweez@g .corn 

Address 
2596alabamaso. 

safetyinthepark <sweez@q.com> 
Thursday, August 25, 2011 11 :28 AM 
thorn @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

13 
4423



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sara Cotton 

Email 
shcotton@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <shcotton@yahoo.com> 
Monday, August 15, 2011 1:08 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2657 Salem Ave., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

14 
4424



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Teresa Henriksen 

safetyinthepark <Teresahenriksen@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, July 26, 2011 11 :55 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
Teresahenriksen@gmai !.com 

Address 
3245 Florida Ave. So., St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

15 
4425



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Amy Afdahl 

Email 
amy.afdahl@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <amy.afdahl@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, July 26, 2011 9:49AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

32 18 Alabama Ave. S. , St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

16 
4426



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Andrew Afdahl 

Email 
ajafdahl@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ajafdahl@yahoo.com> 
Monday, July 25, 2011 12:00 PM 
thom @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

32 18 Alabama Ave South, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

17 

4427



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Madeline, Emahiser 

safetyinthepark <emahim@parknicollet.com> 
Sunday, July 10, 2011 11 :27 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
emahim@parknicollet.com 

Address 
3965 Alabama AveS, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

18 
4428



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Tony Pasell 

Email 
t.pasell@aviv-health.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <t. pasell@aviv-health. com> 
Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:40AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3229 Florida Ave So St Louis Park, MN 55426 

19 
4429



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Philbrook 

safetyinthepark <dphilbrook60@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, June 08, 201 1 2:15PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
dphilbrook60@gmail.com 

Address 
2801 Colorado Ave. So St. louis Park, MN 55416 

20 

4430



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mary Garcia 

Email 
Dmary640@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Dmary640@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, June 07, 2011 1:59 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3236 Yosemite Ave. So. St. Louis Pk, MN 55416 

21 
4431



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 

Deborah Flynn <D_Fiynn@browneco.com> 
Monday, June 06, 2011 11 :02 AM 

To: Colin. Mueller@target. com 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Danielle Huffman; Joanne Lockwood; Thorn Miller 
RE: TARGET 

Hi Co lin, 
Can you advise on the PO's below? 
Thanks, 
Deb 

From: Deborah Flynn 
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 4:22 PM 
To: 'Colin.Mueller@target.com' 
Cc: Danielle Huffman; Joanne Lockwood; Thorn Miller 
Subject: FW: TARGET 

Dear Co lin, 
We received the PO's below on May 27th with a cancel date of M ay 27th. I wil l need these extended to June 101

h as well. 
Thank you, 
Deb 

From: Danielle Huffman 
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2011 3:57 PM 
To: Deborah Flynn 
Subject: TARGET 

2 ORDERS I ENTERED LAST WEEK 

P.O. 777-5313428-9478 (9478) 

Purchase Order Date : 05/19/2011 
Ship Date: 05/24/2011 

Cancel Date: 05/27/2011 

Location # 94 78 

P.O. 7777-5313429-0021 (0021) 

Purchase Order Date: 05/19/2011 
Ship Date: 05/24/2011 

Cancel Date: 05/27/2011 

Location 0021 

If you need more information from those orders let me know. 

22 
4432



Danielle 

23 
4433



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jody Munens 

Email 
jemh395@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jemh395@aol.com> 
Thursday, May 26, 2011 1:39 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

292 1 X en wood Ave. S., SLP 55416 

24 
4434



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Paul O'Brien 

Email 
tallpaull 225@juno.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <tallpaul1225@juno.com> 
Thursday, May 19, 2011 10:51 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

25 
4435



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Madge Johnson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <madge.johnson@startribune.com> 
Tuesday, May 17, 2011 10:32 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

madge. j ohnson@startri bune.com 

Address 
1550 Zarthan Ave S #505 St. Louis Park MN 55416 

26 
4436



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Brigitt Berlin 

Email 
bridey25@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bridey25@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, May 17,20116:31 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2904 Brunswick AveS, StLouis Park MN 55416 

27 4437



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Heidi E. Anderson 

Email 
heidi .anderson@afa. tc 

Address 

safetyinthepark <heidi. anderson@afa. tc> 
Thursday, May 12, 2011 11 :20 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

28 4438



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Brian, Richter 

Email 
bj richter? 6@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bjrichter76@gmail.com> 
Friday, April15, 2011 10:23 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

29 4439



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
leonard jackson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <len.jackson 11 @com cast. net> 
Sunday, April 03, 2011 11 :30 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

len. jackson 11 @comcast.net 

Address 
9202 w 28th st 

30 4440



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sean, Pease 

Email 
Greenking17@gmail.com 

Address 
3300 Sumter Ave. South 

safetyinthepark <Greenking 17 @gmail.com> 
Monday, March 28, 2011 5:33 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

31 4441



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Joseph, Martin 

Email 
tank499@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <tank499@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, March 26, 2011 3:07 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2829 Dakota Ave S, St Louis Park, MN, 5 5416 

32 4442



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Douglas Bruce 

Email 
dbrucej r@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dbrucejr@comcast. net> 
Saturday, March 26, 2011 12:27 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

33 4443



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Paul McCullough 

safetyinthepark <mccullough. p@gmail. com> 
Thursday, March 24, 2011 12:50 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
mccul lough.p@gmai l.com 

Address 
9840 Edgewood Road 

34 

4444



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jeffrey Murman 

Email 

safetyinthepark <jsmurman 1124@comcast. net> 
Monday, March 21,20111:19 PM 
thom@two-rivers . net 
New Online Petition 

jsmurman 1124@comcast.net 

Address 
2623 Yosemite A venue South, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

35 

4445



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Gloria Murman 

Email 
gmurman@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyi nthepark <gmurman@comcast. net> 
Monday, March 21 , 20111 :18 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2623 Yosemite Avenue South, St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

36 

4446



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Victoria Lange 

safetyinthepark <sissebagamahbaylake@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, February 08, 2011 7:18 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
sissebagamahbaylake@yahoo.com 

Address 
4500 Brookside Ave, Edina, MN 55436 

37 

4447



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
wvtybqk 

Email 
j lcllc@nsfjj g. com 

Address 
iGttkbeVkhYQds 

safetyinthepark <jlcllc@nsfjjg.com> 
Tuesday, February 08, 2011 12:33 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

38 

4448



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Ellen Lipschultz 

Email 
leynia@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <leyn ia@comcast. net> 
Sunday, January 23, 2011 9:34 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3925 DAkota Ave So StLouis Pk 55415 

39 

4449



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Chris Gaspard 

Email 
gazzy92@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <gazzy92@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, January 23, 2011 6 :37 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

62 10 Hamilton St. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

40 

4450



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mary Anderson 

Email 
dmasp@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dmasp@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, January 23, 2011 5:59 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4040 Webster Ave. S. , St. Louis Park MN 55416 

41 

4451



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Kelly ryman 

Email 
kellym 1 O@live.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <kellym 1 O@live. com> 
Sunday, January 23, 2011 12:42 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2170 Ridge Dr., #21 St. Louis Park, MN 5541 6 

42 

4452



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Rose Balacek 

Email 
rmbll24@yahoo.com 

Address 
2617 Alabama Ave S 

safetyinthepark <rmb1124@yahoo.com> 
Monday, January 03, 2011 9:38AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

43 

4453



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Edward Webber 

safetyinthepark <webbee@parknicollet.com> 
Friday, November 09, 2012 2:23PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
webbee@parknicollet. com 

Address 
2525 Oregon Ave S, St Louis Park, MN 55426 

1 

4454



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Mike Thyne 

Email 
mthyne@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <mthyne@hotmail.com> 
Friday, November 09, 2012 2:02PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

5824 25 112 St. W. St. Louis Park, MN 

2 

4455



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Thursday, August 12, 2010 10:02 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h571b} containing the following data 
field:{hiDOf} and 5120 40th Street West, StLouis Park, MN 55416. Have a nice day! 

225 

4456



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Wednesday, August 11, 2010 11:10 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h57lb} containing the following data 
field:{hfDOf} and 4624 Vallacher Ave, St. Louis Park, MN 55416. Have a nice day! 

226 

4457



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Amanda R. Cefalu 

safetyinthepark <arc@andersonhelgen.com> 
Friday, December 31 , 2010 10:56 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
arc@andersonhelgen.com 

Address 
5904 W. 26th Street, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

1 

4458



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Barbara L. Young 

safetyinthepark <alwaysbyoung@usfamily.net> 
Friday, December 24, 2010 1:57 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
alwaysbyoung@usfamily.net 

Address 
2665 Alabama AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

2 

4459



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mary Weddle 

Email 
weddleml@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <weddleml@aol.com> 
Monday, December 20, 2010 2:44 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2667 Alabama Avenue South, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

3 

4460



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mary Newstrom 

Email 
MNewstrom@aol .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <MNewstrom@aol.com> 
Sunday, December 19, 2010 5:45 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2654 Alabama ave, St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

4 

4461



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Theodore Kroeten 

Email 
tkroeten@gmail .com 

Address 
3221 dakota so 

safetyinthepark <tkroeten@gmail.com> 
Friday, December 17, 2010 3:11PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

5 

4462



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Liz Dierickx 

Email 
I izdierickx@gmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lizdierickx@gmail.com> 
Thursday, December 16, 2010 8:57PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2635 Alabama SLP, MN 55416 

6 

4463



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
lana johnson 

Email 
lanadiamond@msn .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lanadiamond@msn.com> 
Thursday, December 16, 2010 4:27PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

7 

4464



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Gregory, Rising 

Email 
g rising@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <g_rising@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, December 16, 2010 2:07PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2603 Zarthan Ave South, Sip, MN 55416 

8 

4465



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
thomas flemming 

Email 

safetyinthepark <t_m_flemming@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, December 16, 2010 1:49PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

t m flemming@hotmail.com 

Address 
1118 2nd St. N,E., Minneapolis, MN 55413 

9 

4466



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Ryan Grimm 

Email 

safetyinthepark <ryan_eli_grimm@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, December 16, 2010 1:45 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

1yan eli grimm@hotmail.com 

Address 
3021 Dakota Ave. S. StLouis Park, MN 55416 

10 

4467



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Nancy Read 

Email 
neread23@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <neread23@yahoo.com> 
Monday, December 13, 2010 10:54 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3707 Grand Way StLouis Park MN 55416 

11 

4468



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Charlie Pine 

Email 
cpine@vanclemens.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cpine@vanclemens.com> 
Thursday, December 09, 2010 6:49PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

4 31 0 Brook Lane St. Louis Park 5 5416 

12 

4469



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Muriel Barclay 

safetyinthepark <MurieiBarclay@ymail.com> 
Wednesday, December 08, 2010 2:06PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
MurielBarclay@ymail .com 

Address 

13 

4470



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Heidi Wolf 

Email 
ronseawolf@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ronseawolf@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, December 04, 2010 9:52 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2925 Webster AveS SLP,MN 55416 

14 

4471



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Cheryl Martin 

safetyinthepark <cherylmartin@edinarealty.com> 
Saturday, December 04, 2010 2:18PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
cherylmartin@edinarealty .com 

Address 
5728 W. 26th St. , St. Louis Park, Mn. 55416 

15 

4472



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Karen Colt 

Email 
hoola l234@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <hoola 1234@gmail.com> 
Thursday, December 02, 2010 11 :30 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2240 Ridge Drive, Unit #21, St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

16 

4473



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Joel Odens 

Email 
ajodens@att.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ajodens@att. net> 
Wednesday, December01 , 201012:49 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

8012 W. Franklin Avenue 

17 

4474



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Cathleen, Cachat 

safetyinthepark <cathleencachat@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, November 30, 2010 10:38 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
cathleencachat@yahoo.com 

Address 
3841 Kipling ave, st Louis park, 55416 

18 

4475



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Carolyn Cleveland 

Email 
cmaccleve@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cmaccleve@gmail.com> 
Saturday, November 27, 2010 1:19PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4209 Alabama Ave S, St. Louis Park, MN 5541 6 

19 

4476



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Jolmston 

safetyinthepark <david.johnston@chrobinson.com> 
Friday, November 26, 2010 3:12PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
david.johnston@chrobinson.com 

Address 
3355 Brunswick AveS, Saint Louis Park, MN 55416 

20 

4477



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Mark De Boer 

Email 

safetyinthepark <markde12000@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, November 21, 2010 12:27 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

markde 12000@yahoo.com 

Address 
3029 Jersey Ave. S, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

21 

4478



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Cheryl DeVaal 

safetyinthepark <cheryl.devaal@gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 18, 2010 6:05PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
cheryl.devaal@gmail.com 

Address 
3232 Bnmswick Av S, StLouis Pk, MN 55416 

22 

4479



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marney Olson <molson@stlouispark.org> 
Wednesday, November 17, 2010 12:57 PM 
jdweivoda@aol.com; thom@two-rivers. net 
RE: Print flyer 

Attachments: Lenox Rail Flyer pg 1.pdf 

Janet, 

Thanks for the heads up. I' ll make sure the labels are ready to go with the flyer. I'm guessing you'll also want the flyer tri
folded? It would be great if we could get the flyer tomorrow morning (I 'll be in an offsite meeting until around 1 0:00) so we 
have some time for the printing to dry before printing the second side and folding. 

Thorn, I'm attaching the second page of the Lenox flyer so you can see the postage permit info and placement. We can 
tri-fold a couple of different ways, but this works best for keeping the permit in the right location. 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 
Marney 

Marney Olson 1 Community Liaison 
3015 Raleigh AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 5541 6-2216 
www.stlouispark.org 
Office (952) 924-2184 
Fax (952) 924-2676 

From: jdweivoda@aol.com [mailto:jdweivoda@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 11:56 AM 
To: thom@two-rivers.net; Marney Olson 
Subject: Re: Print flyer 

thorn , if you forward it to Marney Olson (and I've copied her on this), then she can get it taken care of. I do still think that 
you should send me a copy first so I can be sure everything has the right placement. 
Oh, and Marney, just so you know, we are going to do a mailing to Birchwood and Bronx Park neighborhoods about a 
train meeting coming up. Can you please print mailing labels for both neighborhoods to have ready with this? Hopefully 
everything will be ready for Monday so I can pick it up (and Monday afternoon is just fine). Thanks Marney for all your 
help! 

Janet 

-----Original Message----
From: thom@two-rivers.net 
To: jdweivoda@aol.com; Karen Hroma <KHroma@cbiz.com> 
Sent: Wed, Nov 17, 2010 10:31 am 
Subject: Print flyer 

Hi J a net , do you know to whom we send the flyer for print ing? 
Sen t from my Verizon Wire l ess BlackBerry 

23 

4480



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Erin Cosgrove 

Email 
erinjcd@hotmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <erinjcd@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, November 16, 2010 9:41 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3021 Colorado Ave. S. St. Louis Park MN 554 16 

24 

4481



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Amber Beitlich 

Email 
thebeitlichs@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <thebeitlichs@yahoo. com> 
Tuesday, November 16, 2010 3:27PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3233 Colorado Ave, St. Louis Park MN 55416 

25 
4482



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Joel Johnson 

Email 
joel@bryantgraphics.com 

Address 
6504 Walker ST 

safetyinthepark <joel@bryantgraphics.com> 
Monday, November 15, 2010 11:57 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

26 

4483



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jennifer Akre 

Email 
jenna.akre@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jenna.akre@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 15, 2010 9:26AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3031 Colorado Ave. S., Saint Louis Park, MN 55416 

27 

4484



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Lindsay Quinn 

Email 
guinn linrose@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <quinnlinrose@gmail.com> 
Sunday, November 14, 2010 8:45PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2600 Jersey AveS StLouis Park, MN 55426 

28 

4485



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Michele Maurer 

safetyinthepark <michele.maurer@genmills.com> 
Saturday, November 13, 2010 3:52PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
michele.maurer@genmil ls.com 

Address 
2748 Brunswick AveS, SLP MN 55416 

29 

4486



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
JEFF ANDERSON 

Email 

safetyinthepark <APOLOSHIVA@AOL. COM> 
Friday, November 12, 2010 9:16PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

APOLOSHIV A@AOL.COM 

Address 
3213 DAKOTA AVE S. , ST. LOUIS PAR, MN, 554 16 

30 

4487



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
KRISTITAL~ANTES 

Email 

safetyinthepark <JEWELRYBYKRISTI@ME.COM> 
Friday, November 12, 2010 9:15PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

JEWELR YBYKRISTI@ME.COM 

Address 
3213 DAKOTA AVES., ST. LOUIS PAR, MN, 554 16 

31 
4488



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Cynthia Ring 

safetyinthepark <cynthia.ring@comacast.net> 
Friday, November 12, 2010 7:12PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
cynthia.ring@comacast.net 

Address 
3244 Webster AveS 

32 
4489



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Adam Ruggiero 

Email 
ruggaby@gmail.com 

Address 
3244 Webster Ave S 

safetyinthepark <ruggaby@gmail.com> 
Friday, November 12, 2010 7:12PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

33 
4490



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Michael Rice 

Email 
mjrice l7@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <mjrice17@hotmail.com> 
Friday, November 12, 2010 1:15PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3312 Brownlow Ave South 

34 
4491



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Kate Rice 

Email 
katerice529@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <katerice529@gmail.com> 
Friday, November 12, 2010 1:14PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3312 Brownlow Ave South 

35 
4492



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Ethel, Reinharz 

Email 
emarocks@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <emarocks@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, November 11 , 2010 7:32 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4061 Alabama, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

36 
4493



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Dorree Adelmann 

Email 
dade! mann@calvary .org 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dadelmann@calvary.org> 
Thursday, November 11 , 2010 4:08 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

8000 W. 18th St. SLP MN 55426 

37 
4494



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Gary Bush 

Email 
garyrbush@gmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <garyrbush@gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 11 , 2010 3:48 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4181 Yosemite Avenue St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

38 

4495



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
D. Dowd 

Email 
dd316200@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dd316200@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, November 11 , 2010 10:59 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3049 Louisiana Ave. S., St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

39 

4496



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Susan Ferguson 

safetyinthepark nk. netrg> <fergusonbs@earthli<x> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 9:35PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
fergusonbs@earthlink.netrg 

Address 
3219 Yosemite AvenueS. , St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

40 

4497



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Bill Bremner 

safetyinthepark <wmbremner@comcast.net> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 8:44PM 
thom @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
wmbremner@comcast.net 

Address 
3800 Ewing Ave South 

41 

4498



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Karin Morris 

Email 
ktowski@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ktowski@hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 7:41 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3200 Idaho AveS St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

42 

4499



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Thomas Akin 

Email 
thomaspatrick7 @aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <thomas patrick 7 @aol. com> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 3:58PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4514 Vallacher A venue St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

43 

4500



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
rebeccaj. thelen 

Email 
skittleknees@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <skittleknees@msn.com> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 1:37 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3039 alabama ave south st. louis park 

44 

4501



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Heidi Ziman 

Email 
hziman@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <hziman@msn.com> 
Wednesday, November 10, 20101 :16 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2360 Dresden Lane Golden Valley, MN 55422 

45 

4502



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Tonia Lichterman 

Email 

safetyinthepark <Iichterman. tonia@gmail. com> 
Wednesday, November 10,201011 :31 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

I ichtem1an. tonia@gmail.com 

Address 
350 Shelard Parkway, St. Louis Park, MN, 55426 

46 

4503



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
William Kasica 

Email 
w.kasica@att.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <w. kasica@att. net> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 9:48AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4529 Vallacher Avenue, StLouis Park, MN, 55416 

47 

4504



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
sarah,stevens 

Email 
rexsah@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <rexsah@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 9:37AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2531 flag ave. south 55426 

48 

4505



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mary Mentzer 

Email 
Mary@marymentzer.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Mary@marymentzer.com> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 8:09AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2126 Glenhust rd. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

49 

4506



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Andrea Bouzrara 

Email 
a. bouzrara@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <a.bouzrara@comcast. net> 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 8:04 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4525 Vallacher Ave, St.Louis Park, MN 55416 

50 

4507



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Sylvia Wiebe 

Email 
swiebe@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <swiebe@comcast. net> 
Tuesday, November 09, 2010 10:14 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2900 Colorado Av. So. Saint Louis Park, Mn. 55416 

51 

4508



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Scott Dworakoski 

Email 
sdworakoski@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sdworakoski@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, November 09, 2010 3:35PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

7215 Oak Park Village Drive, Saint Louis Park,MN. 55426 

52 

4509



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Earl Bennis 

Email 
ebennis498@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ebennis498@msn.com> 
Tuesday, November 09, 2010 11 :54 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4230 Yosemite Ave. So. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

53 

4510



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Dawn Byrd 

Email 
byrd 1 028@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <byrd1 028@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, November 09, 2010 11 :35 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

7215 Oak Park Village Drive, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

54 

4511



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Bryant Graphics, line. 

Email 
jay@bryantgraphics.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jay@bryantgraphics.com> 
Monday, November 08, 2010 8:55AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

6504 Walker St, St. Louis Park, 55426 

55 

4512



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Cheek 

Email 
blastedlabs@gmail.com 

Address 
5624 W 25 1/2 St 

safetyinthepark <blastedlabs@gmail.com> 
Saturday, November 06, 2010 9:23AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

56 

4513



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
john, dorholt 

safetyinthepark <john@dorholtconstruction.com> 
Friday, November 05, 2010 11:43 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
john@dorholtconstruction.com 

Address 
13363 Linwood forest circle, champlin, nm, 55316 

57 

4514



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
pam dorholt 

Email 
pdorholt@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <pdorholt@aol.com> 
Friday, November 05, 2010 11 :43 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

13363 Linwood forest circle, champlin, nm, 55316 

58 

4515



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
asuncion diaz lucero 

safetyinthepark <diazdorholt@yahoo. com. mx> 
Friday, November 05, 2010 11 :39 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
diazdorholt@yahoo.com.mx 

Address 
2748 blackstone ave, stlouis park, MN, 55416 

59 

4516



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
shauna,dorholt 

safetyinthepark <shauna.dorholt@co.hennepin.mn.us> 
Friday, November 05, 2010 11 :27 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shauna.dorholt@co.hennepin.mn.us 

Address 
2748 blackstone ave, stlouis park, MN, 55416 

60 

4517



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Kara Christenson 

safetyinthepark <kara.christenson@gmail.com> 
Friday, November 05, 2010 11:20 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
kara.chri stenson@gmail .com 

Address 
2707 Edgewood AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55435 

61 

4518



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
michael olsen 

Email 
molsen3@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <molsen3@comcast.net> 
Tuesday, November 02, 2010 12:06 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3216 brunswick ave s st louis park mn 55416 

62 

4519



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
katie olsen 

Email 
mo I sen3 @com cast. net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <molsen3@comcast. net> 
Tuesday, November 02, 2010 12:05 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

32 16 brunswick ave s st louis park mn 55416 

63 

4520



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Audrey Stenton 

safetyinthepark <AudreyStenton@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, November 02, 2010 9:54AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
AudreyStenton@gmai I. com 

Address 
4168 Brookside Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

64 

4521



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Louise Kurzeka 

Email 
lkurzeka 1 @comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark < lkurzeka 1 @com cast. net> 
Monday, November 01, 2010 5:23 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

330 I Library Lane, St. Louis Park, MN 55426-4210 

65 

4522



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Gal, Noyman 

Email 
galnoyman@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <galnoyman@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 01 , 2010 10:57 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

6018 Hamilton Street, Minneapolis, MN, 55416 

66 

4523



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Marni, Noyman 

safetyinthepark <marninoyman@yahoo.com> 
Monday, November 01 , 2010 10:56 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
marninoyman@yahoo.com 

Address 
6018 Hamilton Street, Minneapolis, MN, 55416 

67 

4524



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jenny Lindquist 

Email 
jennyaugusta@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jennyaugusta@msn.com> 
Friday, October 29, 2010 7:00 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3440 41st Ave S Minneapolis MN 55406 

68 

4525



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Dr JF Martin 

Email 
Dr JFMartin@gmai !.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Dr JFMartin@gmail.com> 
Thursday, October 28, 2010 12:44 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

47th & Abbott, Minneapolis, MN 55410 

69 

4526



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Wendi Rosenstein 

Email 
wendi66@hotmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <wendi66@hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 10:10 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

18402 Minnetonka Boulevard, Deephaven, MN 55391 

70 

4527



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Brynn McConnell 

Email 
brynnash@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <brynnash@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6:57PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

700 College Drive,Decorah, IA 52101 

71 

4528



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Ian McConnell 

safetyinthepark <iangmcconnell@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6:56PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
iangmcconnell@gmail.com 

Address 
3761 Ruth Drive, Wasilla, AK 99654 

72 

4529



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
David McConnell 

safetyinthepark <davidjmcconnell@comcast. net> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6:54PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
davidjmcconnell@comcast.net 

Address 
2620 Aquila Ave. So., St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

73 

4530



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

FuiiName 
Chrys McConnell 

safetyinthepark <thehappycouple84@comcast. net> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6 :54PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

C-Medium Priority 

Email 
thehappycouple84@comcast.net 

Address 
2620 Aquila Ave. So., St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

74 

4531



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Becky Schenk 

safetyinthepark <becky11163@comcast.net> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6:25PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
beckyll l 63@comcast.net 

Address 
I 000 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, MN 55403 

75 

4532



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jill Osvog 

Email 
j i llosvog@gmai I. com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jillosvog@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6:17PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

12100 26th Ave N Plymouth, MN 55441 

76 

4533



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Javinsky, Mattin 

Email 
spiritmatters@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <spiritmatters@msn.com> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 1:53PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2745 Alabama Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

77 

4534



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Foster, Lynn 

Email 
lynnbeam@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lynnbeam@hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 1:52PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2745 Alabama Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

78 

4535



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Lindsay Hartmann 

Email 

safetyinthepark <lindsay_hartmann@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, October 26, 2010 1:57 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

lindsay hartmann@yahoo.com 

Address 
1361 Hampshire Ave. S, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

79 

4536



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
heather pederson 

safetyinthepark <heatherpederson@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 26, 201 o 8:55AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
heatherpederson@gmai l.com 

Address 
4206 Salem Ave, SLP MN 55416 

80 

4537



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Jon Pederson 

Email 
pederson.jon@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <pederson.jon@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 26, 2010 8:55AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4206 Salem Ave, SLP MN 54416 

81 

4538



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Thomas Roehl 

Email 
tOroehl@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <tOroehl@aol.com> 
Friday, October 22, 2010 4:24 PM 
thom@two-rivers . net 
New Online Petition 

2605 Quail Avenue North, Golden Valley, MN 55422 

82 

4539



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
John Caton 

Email 
JCaton30@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <JCaton30@aol.com> 
Friday, October 22, 2010 5:19AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

6311 W. 33rd. St, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

83 

4540



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Hunt, MaryS 

Email 
huntms 1 @netscape.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <huntms 1 @netscape. net> 
Thursday, October 21 , 2010 9:07PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

7021 W. 23rd St., StLouis Park, MN 55426 

84 

4541



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Don Stableski 

Email 
dstableski@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dstableski@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, October 19, 2010 7:59 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2901 brunswick Ave. So. St. Louis Park Mn 55416 

88 

4542



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Derek Barto 

Email 
dbarto 19@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dbarto19@yahoo.com> 
Monday, October 18, 2010 10:25 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

8939 S. Minnehaha Circle 

89 

4543



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Derek Barto 

Email 
dbarto 19@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dbarto19@yahoo.com> 
Monday, October 18, 2010 10:25 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

8939 S. Minnehaha Circle 

90 
4544



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
charles ashbaugh 

Email 
charlesloann@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <charlesloann@yahoo.com> 
Monday, October 18, 2010 9:43PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3240 florsy louis park mnida aves 

91 
4545



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
charles ashbaugh 

safetyinthepark <charlesloann@yahoo.com> 
Monday, October 18, 2010 9:43PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
charlesloann@yahoo.com 

Address 
3240 florsy louis park mnida ave s 

92 
4546



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mark Goetzmann 

safetyinthepark <mgoetzmann@comcast.neet> 
Monday, October 18, 2010 9:53 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
mgoetzmann@comcast.neet 

Address 
39 16 Monterey Ave, St Louis Park, MN 55416 

93 
4547



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mark Goetzmann 

safetyinthepark <mgoetzman n@comcast. neet> 
Monday, October 18, 2010 9:53AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
mgoetzmann@comcast.neet 

Address 
3916 Monterey Ave, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

94 
4548



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
jo streit 

Email 
strei jcc@gmail.com 

Address 
St. Louis Park, mn 55416 

safetyinthepark <streijcc@gmail.com> 
Sunday, October 17, 2010 12:00 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

95 
4549



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

F uiiName 
jo streit 

Email 
streijcc@gmail .com 

Address 
St. Louis Park, mn 55416 

safetyinthepark <streijcc@gmail.com> 
Sunday, October 17, 2010 12:00 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

96 
4550



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Heather Rennie 

Email 
H Renni e@comcast. net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <HRennie@comcast.net> 
Friday, October 15, 2010 4:32PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

160 1 Colorado Ave So, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

97 
4551



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 

safetyinthepark <ewolovitch@comcast. net> 
Thursday, October 14, 2010 12:02 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

evelyn and harold wolovitch 

Email 
ewolovitch@comcast.net 

Address 
2571 xenwood avenue st. louis park, mn. 554 16 

98 
4552



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Kathleen Krypel 

Email 
poots22@juno.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <poots22@juno.com> 
Wednesday, October 13, 2010 11:02 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

4185 Zarthan Avenue So. St. Louis Park, MN. 55416 

99 
4553



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Garry Vaughan 

Email 
ganyv6l@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <garryv61 @hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 13, 2010 9:41AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2662 Alabama AveS StLouis Park MN 55416 

100 4554



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Josh Patrick 

Email 
patr0075@umn.edu 

Address 

safetyinthepark <patr0075@umn.edu> 
Wednesday, October 13, 2010 8:27 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

18 I 6 Colorado Ave S, Saint Louis Park, MN 55416 

101 
4555



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Elizabeth Martin 

Email 
jlmartin@outtech.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jlmartin@outtech.com> 
Wednesday, October 13, 2010 7:21 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

11841 Dunhill Rd, Eden Prairie, MN 55344 

102 
4556



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Robin Carney 

Email 

safetyinthepark <robinacarney@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, October 12, 2010 2:02PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

ro bi nacarney@yahoo. com 

Address 
2809 Kentucky Ave S st. louis park 

103 4557



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiNarne 
David, Gray 

Email 
DMGray l2@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <DMGray12@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 12, 2010 12:44 PM 
thom @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3305 Utah AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

104 
4558



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Christopher Murray 

Email 
cmurray5@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cmurrayS@comcast.net> 
Tuesday, October 12, 2010 12:42 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2808 Alabama Ave, Saint Louis Park, MN 55416 

105 4559



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Christian Berry 

Email 
chberry@g.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <chberry@q.com> 
Tuesday, October 12, 2010 8:35AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2753 Colorado AveS, st louis park, mn, 55416 

106 4560



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Kate Burke 

safetyinthepark <katereneburke@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 12, 2010 8:32AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
katereneburke@hotmail.com 

Address 
3121 Kentucky Ave. S. , St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

107 4561



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Judy Chucker 

Email 
jchucker 1 @comcast.net 

Address 
2260 Ridge Drive, 32 

safetyinthepark <jchucker1 @com cast. net> 
Monday, October 11 , 2010 7:16PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

108 4562



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Brad Lindberg 

Email 
lindberb@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lindberb@gmail.com> 
Monday, October 11,2010 12:34 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3228 Hampshire AveS Saint Louis Park mn 55426 

110 
4563



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Deb, Moy 

Email 
debamoy@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <debamoy@msn.com> 
Monday, October 11 , 2010 11 :52 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2651 Zat·than Ave. S, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

111 
4564



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Jayson Wold 

Email 
jaysonwold@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jaysonwold@gmail.com> 
Monday, October 11 , 2010 10:40 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4213 Cedar Lake Rd SSt. Louis Park MN 55416. 

112 4565



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Charles Lehman 

Email 
Cflehman@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Cflehman@msn.com> 
Sunday, October 10, 2010 9:08AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3124 Colorado AveS, StLouis Park,MN 55416 

113 4566



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Daniel Steinberg 

Email 
dsteinbe@hotmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dsteinbe@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, October 09, 2010 7:08 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

1033 Sumter Ave. South St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

114 
4567



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Holly Petersen 

safetyinthepark <Hollyredracecar@gmail.com> 
Saturday, October 09, 2010 7:04PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
Hollyredracecar@gmail.com 

Address 
3205 Colorado avenue, saint Louis park, mn 55416 

115 4568



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Ways, Hassas 

Email 
whassas@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <whassas@gmail.com> 
Saturday, October 09, 2010 5:24 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3304 Idaho Ave South, Saint Louis Park, MN, 55426 

116 4569



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Steven Lubbers 

Email 
yruhereO l @hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <yruhere01 @hotmail.com> 
Friday, October 08, 2010 8:15PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3052 idaho A venue South 

117 4570



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
qppaktslpo 

Email 
zmiyqi@ydgszj .com 

Address 
jaE!QekjkEDWhq 

safetyinthepark <zmiyq i@ydqszj. com> 
Friday, October 08, 2010 3:35 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

118 4571



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Jeff Kaster 

Email 
jfkasterl@hotmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jfkaster1 @hotmail.com> 
Friday, October 08, 2010 12:30 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

1629 Brunswick Ave, St. Louis Park MN 55416 

119 4572



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Sarah Kaster 

Email 
sarah@schrei fels.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sarah@schreifels.com> 
Friday, October 08, 2010 12:30 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

1629 Brunswick Ave St. Louis Park MN 55416 

120 4573



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiNarne 
Ann, Thomas 

Email 
act lll 8@gmail.com 

Address 
2945 Yosemite Ave S 

safetyinthepark <act1118@gmail.com> 
Thursday, October 07, 2010 6:20PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

121 4574



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
John Krause 

Email 
Jk mpls@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Jk_mpls@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, October 07, 2010 5:13PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3004 Brunswick AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

122 4575



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Emily Hennen 

Email 
emhennen@hotmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <emhennen@hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 06, 2010 2:53PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3133 Jersey Ave. S., St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

123 4576



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Gretchen E. P. Halverson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <g retchen@cg halverson. com> 
Wednesday, October 06, 2010 9:38AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

gretchen@cghal verson.com 

Address 
7639 W. 14th St., St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

124 4577



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Steve, Albers 

Email 
steve@steveal bers.corn 

Address 

safetyinthepark <steve@stevealbers.com> 
Tuesday, October 05, 2010 3:58 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2101 Old School Rd, Mound, MN 55364 

125 4578



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Kristi Johnson 

safetyinthepark <kristi@marketingpriority.com> 
Tuesday, October 05, 2010 10:44 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
kristi@marketingpriority.com 

Address 
2639 Florida Avenue South, Saint Louis Park, MN 55426 

126 4579



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiNamc 
Lea Ann G I ynn 

Email 
lalytm@earthl ink.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark nk.net> <lalynn@earthli<x> 
Monday, October 04, 2010 4:21 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2905 Brunswick Ave S St. Louis PArk MN 55416 

127 
4580



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Silberman 

safetyinthepark nk.net> <d.silberman@earthli<x> 
Monday, October 04, 2010 1:10PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
d.silberman@earth link.net 

Address 
7500 Highway 7 StLouis Park, MN 55426 

128 4581



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Pierce Smith 

Email 
sota@q.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sota@q.com> 
Monday, October 04, 2010 12:13 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3228 Edgewood AveS St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

129 4582



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Donald Turkington 

Email 
dturkington@webtv.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dturkington@webtv.net> 
Monday, October 04, 2010 11 :33 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

6000 Goodrich Ave.,St.Louis Park,MN 55416 

130 4583



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Mark Engebretson 

Email 
engebret@augsburg.edu 

Address 

safetyinthepark <engebret@augsburg.edu> 
Monday, October 04, 2010 11 :19 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2905 Dakota Av. So., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

131 4584



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Lynette Engebretson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <mengebretson1 @comcast.net> 
Monday, October04, 201011 :17 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

mengebretson 1 @comcast.net 

Address 
2905 Dakota Av. So., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

132 4585



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Kathy Steward 

Email 
ksteward29@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ksteward29@comcast. net> 
Sunday, October 03, 2010 7:20PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

133 4586



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Peter Schirack 

Email 
schirack@hotmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <schirack@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, September 25, 2010 11 :26 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2611 Xenwood Ave, st louis park mn 55416 

35 
4587



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Fedja, Kecman 

safetyinthepark <fedja.kecman@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 24, 2010 11:30 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
fed ja.kecman@gmail.com 

Address 
2690 New Century PI E, Maplewood, MN 55 119 

36 4588



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Teresa Smith 

safetyinthepark <smitht@grovesacademy.org> 
Friday, September 24, 2010 11 :05 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
smitht@grovesacademy.org 

Address 
3241 Edgewood Avenue, St. Louis Park, MN, 55426 

37 4589



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
George Tsatsos 

Email 
gctsatsos@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <gctsatsos@yahoo.com> 
Friday, September 24, 2010 9:29AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3813 Kipling Avenue StLouis Park, MN 55416 

38 

4590



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Shawn Stanley 

Email 
shawn@nbs-inc.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <shawn@nbs-inc.com> 
Friday, September 24, 2010 8:41AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3801 Texas AveS, Saint Louis Park, MN, 55426 

39 

4591



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Derek Johnson 

Email 
drunner 18@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <drunner18@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 24, 2010 6:11 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

40 

4592



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Dunja Kecman 

safetyinthepark <dunja. kecman@gmail.com> 
Thursday, September 23, 2010 7:07 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
dunja.kecman@gmail.com 

Address 
28 14 Blackstone Ave, StLouis Park MN 55416 

41 

4593



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mark Allen 

Email 
mallen6@me.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <mallen6@me.com> 
Thursday, September 23, 2010 4:26 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2917 Edgewood Ave. So., St. Louis Park, MN, 55426 

42 

4594



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Susan Hanson 

Email 
shanson3@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <shanson3@comcast.net> 
Thursday, September 23, 2010 4:25 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2917 Edgewood Ave. S. StLouis Park MN 55426 

43 

4595



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Cindy Whitney 

Email 

safetyinthepark <cwhitney123@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, September 23, 2010 1:03 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

cwhitney 123@yahoo.com 

Address 
3345 Library Lane, St Louis Park, MN 55426 

44 

4596



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
richelle Koller 

Email 
chellj rpk@hotmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <chelljrpk@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, September 23, 2010 12:54 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3830 Huntington ave. St. Louis Park MN 55416 

45 

4597



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Don Johnson 

Email 
trjhns9@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <trjhns9@aol.com> 
Wednesday, September 22, 2010 1:17PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2909 Brunswick St. Louis Park Mn. 55416 

46 

4598



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Charles Hardin 

Email 
chardin@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <chardin@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, September 22, 2010 9:58 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

6916 Eliot View Road, SLP, MN 55426 

47 

4599



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
AnnZum 

safetyinthepark <ann.zurn@childrensmn.org> 
Wednesday, September 22, 2010 2:07AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
ann.zurn@childrensmn.org 

Address 
3224 Cavell Lane, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

48 

4600



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Bryn Hennessy 

Email 
brynerink@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <brynerink@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 8:56PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3266 Blackstone Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

49 

4601



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Daniel Hennessy 

safetyinthepark <sendingdanielemail@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 2010 8:56PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
sendingdanielemail@gmail.com 

Address 
3266 Blackstone Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

50 

4602



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Jeffrey Byers 

Email 
Jeff@tagteam.tv 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Jeff@tagteam. tv> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 2010 8:28 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4123 Wooddale Ave, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

51 

4603



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Siphandone Phoulom 

Email 
sphoulom@hotmail.com 

Address 
1672 Blackstone Ave S 

safetyinthepark <sphoulom@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 21,2010 5:07PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

52 

4604



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Cadi Thyne 

Email 
toofies20@hotmai !.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <toofies20@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 2010 3:34PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

5824 25 1/2 Street West, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

53 

4605



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mike Thyne 

Email 
mthyne@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <mthyne@hotmail . com> 
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 3:26PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

5824 25 1/2 St. W. , St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

54 

4606



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Witthuhn, Jennifer 

safetyinthepark <jennifer2309@comcast.net> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 2010 2:19PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
jennifer2309@comcast.net 

Address 
3404 Zinran Avenue South, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

55 

4607



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Brent Smith 

Email 

safetyinthepark <brent11 smith@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 21, 2010 12:46 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

brent 11 smith@hotmail.com 

Address 
3600 Sumter AveS, St. Louis Park, MN, 55426 

56 

4608



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuJIName 
Eric Judge 

Email 

safetyinthepark <ericjudge_born@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 201011 :10 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

eric judge born@hotmail.com 

Address 
2824 xenwood ave south, st louis park, mn 55416 

57 

4609



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Joy Bouchie 

Email 
jebouchie@hotmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jebouchie@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 2010 9:16AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3301 Brownlow Ave, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

58 

4610



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
David Larson 

Email 
dtlm·son@earthlink.net 

Address 
4210 Yosemite 

safetyinthepark nk.net> <dtlarson@earthli<x> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 2010 9:05AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

59 

4611



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Tracey Larson 

Email 
dtlarson@earthlink.net 

Address 
4210 Yosemite AveS 

safetyinthepark nk.net> <dtlarson@earthli<x> 
Tuesday, September 21 , 201 0 9:05AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

60 

4612



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Esco, Elsie 

Email 
lcesco@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lcesco@comcast. net> 
Monday, September 20, 2010 6:16PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2928 Brunswick Ave S St Louis Park, MN 55416 

61 

4613



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Maria Meyer 

Email 
mmeyer82@yahoo.com 

Address 
StLouis Park, MN 55426 

safetyinthepark <mmeyer82@yahoo.com> 
Monday, September 20, 2010 4:58 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

62 

4614



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Nik Thomalla 

Email 
thoamln@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <thoamln@hotmail.com> 
Monday, September 20, 2010 4:08PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2844 Colorado Ave. S. S. Louis Park, MN 55416 

63 

4615



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Lynn Erickson 

Email 
lowg2@msn.com 

Address 
4811 W 28th Street 

safetyinthepark <lowg2@msn.com> 
Monday, September 20, 2010 2:46 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

64 

4616



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Eisen, Robert 

Email 
rjflorez@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <rjflorez@gmail.com> 
Monday, September 20,2010 1:16PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2715 Dupont AveS #8, Minneapolis, MN, 55408 

65 

4617



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Tom & Erin Harlan 

safetyinthepark <tom. harlan. SO@g mail. com> 
Monday, September 20, 2010 9:42AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
tom.harlan.50@gmail.com 

Address 
2701 Colorado AvenueS, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

66 

4618



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Alena Goldfarb 

safetyinthepark <alenagoldfarb@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 19, 2010 10:53 PM 
thorn @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
alenagoldfarb@gmail.com 

Address 
9100 W. 28th St. 

67 

4619



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 

safetyinthepark <ripengood54@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 19, 2010 7:46 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Ryan and Abbey Peterson 

Email 
ripengood54@hotmail.com 

Address 
264 3 Zarthan Ave S 

68 

4620



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Susan Heitzman 

Email 

safetyinthepark <susanheitzman@comcast.net> 
Sunday, September 19, 2010 7:49 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

susanhei tzman@comcast. net 

Address 
2632 Huntington Ave, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

69 

4621



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
thomas scott 

Email 
tj scott@ties2.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <tjscott@ties2.net> 
Saturday, September 18, 2010 6:01 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2749 Edgewood AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

70 

4622



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Cynthia Latham 

Email 
lathamcj@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lathamcj@aol.com> 
Saturday, September 18, 2010 12:24 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3944 Kipling Ave, St. Louis Park, MN 

71 

4623



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Marilynn Sederstrom 

safetyinthepark <marilynn.sedeerstrom@juno.com> 
Saturday, September 18, 2010 10:40 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
marilynn.sedeerstrom@juno.com 

Address 

72 

4624



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Tim J Hammack 

Email 

safetyinthepark <thammack_mn 1 @comcast.net> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 8:12PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

thammack mn 1 @comcast.net 

Address 
2809 Blackstone Ave SLP MN 

73 

4625



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Susan Cegla 

Email 
suziecegla@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <suziecegla@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 6:04PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2844 BRUNSWICK AVE S 

74 

4626



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Brian Bardzinski 

safetyinthepark <dmbsox2005@yahoo.com> 
Friday, September 17, 20101 :31 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
dmbsox2005@yahoo.com 

Address 
3052 Florida AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

75 

4627



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sara Hammack 

Email 

safetyinthepark <thammack_mn1 @com cast. net> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 1:29PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

thammack mn l @comcast.net 

Address 
2809 Blackstone Ave., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

76 

4628



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Julie Hulett 

Email 
juliehulettl O@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <juliehulett1 O@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 12:33 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2214 Quebec Dr. SLP MN 55426 

77 

4629



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Aaron Hulett 

Email 
Hulett7@msn.com 

Address 
2214 Quebec Dr. 

safetyinthepark <Hulett7@msn.com> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 12:32 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

78 

4630



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Mike Frye 

Email 
motsmn@hotmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <motsmn@hotmail.com> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 12:25 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

28 13 Blackstone Ave S, St Louis Park, MN 55416 

79 

4631



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Kim Frye 

Email 
ki m@supfi .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <kim@supfi.com> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 12:24 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2813 Blackstone AvenueS, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

80 

4632



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
joan curtis 

Email 
joan.curtis@dhs.gov 

Address 

safetyinthepark <joan.curtis@dhs.gov> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 12:16 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

14250 43rd ave n, plymouth, mn 55446 

81 

4633



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Christopher Long 

Email 
christolong@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <christolong@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 12:13 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3751 Huntington Ave., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

82 

4634



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Denise, Zurn 

safetyinthepark <denise.zurn@connexusenergy.com> 
Friday, September 17,2010 11 :28 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
denise.zurn@cotmexusenergy.com 

Address 
2608 Webster AveS, StLouis Park, MN, 554 16 

83 

4635



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Carrie Long 

Email 
carrieplong@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <carrieplong@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 11:23 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3751 Huntington AveS., StLouis Park, MN 55416 

84 

4636



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
John Palmatier 

safetyinthepark <jpalmatier2008@comcast.net> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 8:48AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
jpalmatier2008@comcast.net 

Address 
2810 rhode island ave sip mn 55426 

85 

4637



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Melissa Murray 

safetyinthepark <melissaamurray@comcast.net> 
Friday, September 17, 2010 5:23AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
melissaamurray@comcast.net 

Address 
2808 Alabama Ave S, St Louis Park, MN 55416 

86 

4638



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Techar, Kelly 

Email 
ktechar@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ktechar@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, September 16, 2010 6:15PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2575 Webster Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

87 

4639



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Joseph Kun 

Email 
kun0008@umn.edu 

Address 

safetyinthepark <kurr0008@umn.edu> 
Thursday, September 16, 2010 3:49PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3439 24th AveS, Minneapolis, MN, 55406 

88 

4640



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sharon Hulett 

Email 
slhulett@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <slhulett@gmail.com> 
Thursday, September 16, 2010 2:38PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

1030 1 Cedar Lake Road #118 

89 

4641



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Susan Palmatier 

Email 
spalmatier@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <spalmatier@comcast. net> 
Thursday, September 16, 2010 7:47AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2810 rhode island aves slp mn 55426 

90 

4642



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullNamc 
Margaret & Tony Mies 

Email 
margaretlips@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <margaretlips@g mail. com> 
Wednesday, September 15, 2010 6:31 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2720 Edgewood Ave. S., St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

91 

4643



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
mindy 

Email 
mindyjaneo@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <mindyjaneo@msn.com> 
Wednesday, September 15, 2010 12:04 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2854 blackstone ave, St.Louis Park, MN, 55416 

92 

4644



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Kristin Johnson 

safetyinthepark <johnson.kristin@slpschools.org> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 10:31 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
johnson.kristin@slpschools.org 

Address 
7794 Shenandoah Lane N, Maple Grove, MN 553 11 

96 

4645



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

safetyinthepark <howard.solender@thomsonreuters.com> 
Wednesday, September 15, 2010 11:28 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 

Subject: New Online Petition 

FuiiName 
Howard and Marla Solender 

Email 
howard.solender@thomsomeuters.com 

Address 
3805 Huntington Ave. S. St. Louis Park, Mn. 55416 

93 

4646



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mark Eilers 

Email 
meilers33@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <meilers33@comcast.net> 
Wednesday, September 15, 201011 :18 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2921 Blackstone Ave, Saint Louis Park, MN 5541 6 

94 

4647



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Julie Ouyang 

Email 
jhouyang@mmm.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jhouyang@mmm.com> 
Wednesday, September 15, 2010 8:23 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3812 Joppa Ave. S., SLP, MN 55416 

95 

4648



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Jennifer Mohr 

Email 
mrsjenmohr@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <mrsjenmohr@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 7:40PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3333 Library Lane, St. Louis Park, MN 

97 

4649



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Benjamin Mohr 

Email 
bbmohr@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bbmohr@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 7:40PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3333 Library Lane, St. Louis Park, MN 

98 

4650



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Thomas Escp 

Email 
ed.esco.l @gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ed.esco.1 @gmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 6:31 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2928 Brunswick AveS StLouis Park, MN 5541 6 

99 

4651



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Jolm Madison 

safetyinthepark <johnmadison@edinarealty.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 6:08PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
johnmadison@edinarealty.com 

Address 
3931 Joppa Ave, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

100 

4652



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Claudia Johnston 

safetyinthepark <claudiajohnston@visi.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 6 :07PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
claudiajohnston@visi.com 

Address 
3931 Joppa Ave, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

101 

4653



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
diane Garetz 

Email 
storyteller4@gmail.com 

Address 
4009 

safetyinthepark <storyteller4@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 5:17PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

102 

4654



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Daniel Mathews 

safetyinthepark <danielgmathews@comcast. net> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 4:38PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
danielgmathews@comcast.net 

Address 
3701 Huntington Avenue, SLP, MN, 55416 

103 

4655



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
linda brodsky 

safetyinthepark <lindabr21750@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 4:17PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
lindabr2 1750@hotmail.com 

Address 
3737 joppa ave, st.louis park,mn 554 16 

104 

4656



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Steve Ehlers 

Email 
ssehlers@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ssehlers@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 3:55PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

7709 Victoria Circle, Saint Louis park, MN 55426 

105 

4657



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Barbara Rasch 

Email 
barbrasch@netzero.com 

Address 
3621 Glenhurst Ave. 

safetyinthepark <barbrasch@netzero.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 2:53PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

106 

4658



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Darlene Olson 

Email 
ddolson@usfamily.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ddolson@usfamily.net> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 2:07PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

1309 Westwood Hills Road, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

107 

4659



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Blake Brosa 

Email 
brosa 05@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <brosa_05@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 12:26 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

4321 Vernon Ave S#103A St. Louis Park, MN 5541 6 

108 

4660



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Heather Gay 

safetyinthepark <heather.stafford.gay@gmail .com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 10:54 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
heather.stafford .gay@gmail.com 

Address 
2604 Vernon AveS; StLouis Park, MN 55416 

109 

4661



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jean Olson 

safetyinthepark <jeancroninolson@comcast.net> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 10:48 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
jeancroninolson@comcast.net 

Address 
2919 Vernon Ave St Louis Park Mn 55416 

110 

4662



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Charles Anderson 

Email 
boydeniii@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <boydeniii@yahoo.com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 10:43 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

29 15 Yosemite Ave south Stlouis park MN 55416 

111 

4663



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Shaffer, Mary Pat 

Email 
shafferleff@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <shafferleff@msn. com> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 9:30AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3952 Colorado AvenueS. , St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

112 

4664



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Steve Gednalske 

safetyinthepark <steve.gednalske@so.mnscu.edu> 
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 8:48AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
steve.gednalske@so.mnscu.edu 

Address 

113 

4665



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Peter Sclunidt 

Email 
Ptschmidt@comcast.net 

Address 
3741 Glenhurst AveS 

safetyinthepark < Ptschmidt@comcast. net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 9:05PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

114 

4666



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Diane Kramer 

safetyinthepark <dikramer99@hotmail.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 8:40 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
dikramer99@hotmail.com 

Address 

115 

4667



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Stephanie Schmidt 

Email 
sgcina@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sgcina@comcast. net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 8:37PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3741 Glenhurst Ave. So. St. Louis Park MN 55416 

116 

4668



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Selden, Susan 

Email 
sbseld@comcast. net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sbseld@comcast.net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 7:58PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3937 Lynn Ave So StLouis Park, MN 

117 

4669



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Josh, Hendlin 

Email 
josh@hendlin.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <josh@hendlin.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 6:23 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2800 Edgewood AvenueS, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

118 

4670



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Lara, Hellmich 

Email 
lkhellmich@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lkhellmich@gmail.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 6:23 PM 
thorn @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2800 Edgewood Avenue South, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

119 

4671



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Tom and Sue Ruplin 

Email 
smtr@parkwifi.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <smtr@parkwifi.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 4:46PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3900 Kipling Avenue StLouis Park, MN 55416 

120 

4672



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
John Selander 

Email 

safetyinthepark <john_selander@hotmail.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 4:24PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

john selander@hotmail.com 

Address 
2829 Blackstone Ave, St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

121 

4673



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
catherine gjerde 

Email 
gj kate25@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <gjkate25@comcast.net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 3:44 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3248 alabama ave s. st. louis park mn 55416 

122 

4674



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Heidi Hesse 

Email 
heidihesse@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <heidihesse@gmail.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 3:12PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2708 Edgewood AveS St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

123 

4675



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Heidi Hesse 

Email 
heidihesse@gmai !.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <heidihesse@gmail.com> 
Monday, September 13,2010 3:12PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2708 Edgewood AveS St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

124 

4676



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Yakes 

Email 
yeax3@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <yeax3@yahoo.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 3:08PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2001 Virginia AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

125 

4677



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Julie Yakes 

Email 
yeax3@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <yeax3@yahoo.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 3:08PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2001 Virginia AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

126 

4678



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sally Prondzinski 

Email 
sprondz 1 @fairview.org 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sprondz1 @fairview.org> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 2:07 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2602 Alabama Ave South, St Louis Park, MN 5 5416 

127 

4679



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Elizabeth Rochon 

Email 
earochon@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <earochon@comcast. net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 1:58PM 
thorn @two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3975 Princeton Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

128 

4680



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
lori nuebel 

Email 
lnuebel@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyi nthepark <lnuebel@comcast. net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 1:48 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3 716 huntington avenue south 

129 

4681



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Jason Schmidt 

Email 
jes res@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jes_res@yahoo.com> 
Monday, September 13,201012:54 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

7837 Edgebrook Dr, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

130 

4682



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Judy Stapleton 

safetyinthepark <jaasta pleton@comcast. net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 10:08 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
jaastapleton@comcast.net 

Address 
3840 Inglewood, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

131 

4683



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Nathan Paul 

safetyinthepark <nathanrpaul@hotmail.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 9:58AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
nathanrpaul@hotmail.com 

Address 
3266 Blackstone Ave. 

132 

4684



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
link, Barbara 

Email 
brut hi ink@cs.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark nk@cs.com> <bruthli<x> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 9:56AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

280 Webster Av S, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

133 

4685



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Philbrook 

Email 

safetyinthepark <dmph ilbrook@comcast. net> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 9:37AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

dmphil brook@comcast. net 

Address 
2801 Colorado Ave. So. St. louis Park, MN 

134 

4686



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Renneke 

safetyinthepark <David. Renneke@target.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 9:10AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
David.Renneke@target.com 

Address 
4720 West 41st Street, StLouis Park, MN 55416-3244 

135 

4687



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Robert M. Wertz 

Email 
bobandtania@ juno.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bobandtania@juno.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 8:08 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4009 W. 39th St., St. Louis Park, MN, 554 16 

136 

4688



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Cathy Quealy 

Email 
cathyquealy@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cathyquealy@msn.com> 
Monday, September 13, 2010 8:02AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions. com 
New Online Petition 

200 Deerwood Lane, Plymouth, MN 55441 

137 

4689



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Phi Freshman 

Email 
pfreshman@mm.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <pfreshman@mm.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 8:54PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3912 Natchez Avenue South 

138 

4690



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Daniel Johnson 

Email 
dkjo 1 @msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dkjo1 @msn.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 8:41 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

41 26 Quentin Av. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

139 

4691



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Kristine, Johnson 

Email 
dkjo 1 @msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dkjo1 @msn.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 8:40PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4126 Quentin Av. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

140 

4692



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Carla, Deinema 

Email 
cdeinema@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cdeinema@comcast. net> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 7:54PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

5708 Camelback Drive, Edina, MN 55436 

141 

4693



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Angela Dvergsten 

Email 
davedverg@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <davedverg@aol.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 7:35PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3209 Colorado AveS, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

142 

4694



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Dvergsten 

Email 
davedverg@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <davedverg@aol.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 7:30PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3209 Colorado AveS, St. Louis Park, MN, 5541 6 

143 

4695



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Gabrielle Lindberg 

safetyinthepark <gabriellelindberg@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 6:36 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
gabriellelindberg@hotmail .com 

Address 
3025 Alabama AveS St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

144 

4696



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Lisa Lynch 

Email 
lisalynch5@hotmail.com 

Address 
St Louis Park, Mn 

safetyinthepark <lisalynch5@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 5:44PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

145 

4697



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Marette Tyrer 

Email 
maroy@comcast. net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <maroy@comcast.net> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 4:45PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3532 Glenhurst Av SSt Louis Park MN 55416 

146 

4698



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Judy Hoffman 

Email 
hoffmansj @msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <hoffmansj@msn.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 3:46PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3841 Inglewood AveS SLP MN 55416 

147 

4699



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Casey Burns 

Email 
cburns923@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <cburns923@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 3:31 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3837 Lynn AveS, StLouis Park, MN 5541 6 

148 

4700



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Stephanie Burns 

Email 
sburns923@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sburns923@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 3:30PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3837 Lynn AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

149 

4701



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Stephanie Burns 

Email 
sburns923@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sburns923@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 3:30PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3837 Lynn AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

150 

4702



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Jodi Wiken 

Email 
j lgwiken@visi.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jlgwiken@visi.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 2:21 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3915 Joppa Avenue South St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

151 

4703



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jodi Wlken 

Email 
jlgwiken@visi.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jlgwiken@visi.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 2:21 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions. com 
New Online Petition 

3915 Joppa Avenue South St. Louis Park, MN 5541 6 

152 

4704



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Karen Trouba 

safetyinthepark <karentrouba@comcast.net> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 1:40 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
karentrouba@comcast.net 

Address 
3727 Joppa Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

153 

4705



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Denise Sergent 

safetyinthepark <denise.sergent@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 1:14PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
denise.sergent@gmail.com 

Address 
4841 W. 40th Ln. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

154 

4706



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Merrie Marinovich 

Email 

safetyinthepark <mmarinovich@comcast. net> 
Sunday, September 12, 20101:13 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

mmarinov ich@comcast. net 

Address 
55416 

155 

4707



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Linae haggerty 

Email 
Slpgophers@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Sipgophers@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 12:02 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

480 I 40th lane st Louis park , mn 554 16 

156 

4708



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Edward J Hollinger 

Email 
ehollinger@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ehollinger@comcast. net> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 11 :02 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3671 Huntington Aves StLouis Park, MN 55416 

157 

4709



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Joe Tojek 

Email 
j oet99@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <joet99@gmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 10:45 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3619 inglewood AveS, Saint Louis Park, MN, 55416 

158 

4710



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Lyn Wik 

Email 
lwik@eat1h link.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark nk.net> <lwik@earthli<x> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 9:39AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3965 quentin av s SLP 55416 

159 

4711



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Mark Goetzmann 

safetyinthepark <mgoetzmann@comcast.neet> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 9:36AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
mgoetzmann@comcast.neet 

Address 
3916 Monterey Ave, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

160 

4712



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Shelli Burns 

Email 
sburns 1 @comcast.net 

Addt·ess 

safetyinthepark <sburns 1 @comcast. net> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 9:31 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

161 

4713



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
anthony andaloro 

Email 
andaloro@parkwifi.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <andaloro@parkwifi.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 9:20AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4234 Raleigh Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

162 

4714



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Paula Spiteri 

Email 
pspiteri@parkwifi .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <pspiteri@parkwifi.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 9:19AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4234 Raleigh Ave. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

163 

4715



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Bill Hauge 

Email 
whauge@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <whauge@comcast.net> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 8:38AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4206 Princeton Ave S St Louis Park, MN 55416 

164 

4716



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
.lena Bjorgen 

Email 
jena.bjorgen@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jena.bjorgen@gmail .com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 8:15AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

428 1 Ottawa AveS, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

165 

4717



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Roy Tyrer 

Email 
maroy@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <maroy@comcast.net> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 7:35AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3532 Glenhurst Ave. So. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

166 

4718



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Theresa Ingram 

Email 
taingram7@q.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <taingram7@q.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 7:15AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3744 Joppa Ave. , St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

167 

4719



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Am.y Shaw 

Email 
newshawam@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <newshawam@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 7:04AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

2913 Blackstone Ave, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

168 

4720



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Eric Bargman 

Email 
ebargman@hotmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ebargman@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 6:50AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4305 W 38th St; StLouis Park, MN 5541 6 

169 

4721



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Eric Bargman 

Email 
ebargman@hotmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <ebargman@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 6:50AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4305 W 38th St; StLouis Park, MN 55416 

170 

4722



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Kevin, Greiber 

Email 

safetyinthepark <greiber _kevin@hotmail.com> 
Sunday, September 12, 2010 4:54AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

greiber kevin@hotmail.com 

Address 
4964 West 40th St. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

171 

4723



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
megan,erickson 

safetyinthepark <megan.erickson@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, September 11, 2010 8:54 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
megan.erickson@yahoo.com 

Address 
3260 blackstone avenue south 

172 

4724



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
shannon,erickson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <nannonrox123@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, September 11 , 2010 8:53 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

nannonrox 123@yahoo.com 

Address 
3260 blackstone avenue 

173 

4725



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
mike,erickson 

Email 
merickson 13@mn.n.com 

Address 
3260 blackstone ave 

safetyinthepark <merickson13@mn.rr.com> 
Saturday, September 11, 2010 8:52 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

174 

4726



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sue,Erickson 

Email 

safetyinthepark <mserickson 1 @com cast. net> 
Saturday, September 11 , 2010 8:52 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

mserickson 1 @comcast.net 

Address 
3260 blackstone ave s 

175 

4727



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Brian Granquist 

Email 
bgrangui@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bgranqui@gmail.com> 
Saturday, September 11, 2010 8:44 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3115 Colorado AveS, StLouis Park MN 55416 

176 

4728



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Julie Berg 

Email 
juliezb@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <juliezb@aol.com> 
Saturday, September 11 , 2010 7:54 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

2913 Webster Avenue South, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

177 

4729



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Marc Berg 

Email 
MBergdude@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <M Bergdude@aol. com> 
Saturday, September 11 , 2010 7:53 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

291 3 Webster Avenue South 

178 

4730



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Stana, Gerlach 

safetyinthepark <damaskova@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, September 11, 2010 2:33 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
damaskova@hotmail.com 

Address 
3341 Library Lane, St Louis Park, MN 55426 

180 

4731



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
John, Gerlach 

safetyinthepark <gerlachjohn@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, September 11 , 2010 2:33 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions. com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
gerlachjohn@hotmail.com 

Address 
3341 Library Lane, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

181 

4732



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Hillary Stewart 

Email 
woj i4@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <woji4@msn.com> 
Saturday, September 11 , 2010 12:08 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

471 2 Vallacher Ave, MN 5541 6 

182 

4733



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jeremy Meyer 

Email 
jmeyer07 @hotmai l.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jmeyer07@hotmail .com> 
Saturday, September 11, 2010 10:30 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3341 Dakota Aves, St. Louis park, Mn 55416 

183 

4734



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 

safetyinthepark <smsimper@hotmail.com> 
Saturday, September 11 , 2010 9:34AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Shannon McCattney-Simper 

Email 
smsimper@hotmail.com 

Address 
4605 Vallacher Ave 

184 

4735



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Lynne Gonzalez 

safetyinthepark <lynnemgonzalez@yahoo.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 7:24 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
lynnemgonzalez@yahoo.com 

Address 
2918 Hillsboro Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

185 

4736



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Laura, Arntson 

Email 
llarntson@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <llarntson@comcast. net> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 6:52PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

2850 Princeton AveS., SLP, MN 55416 

186 

4737



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Gene Danilenko 

safetyinthepark <genedanilenko@hotmail.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 6:44 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
genedanilenko@hotmail.com 

Address 
3129 Dakota Ave S, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

187 

4738



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Linda Jennings 

safetyinthepark <jenningspaulinda@netzero.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 6:26 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
jenningspaulinda@netzero.com 

Address 
3925 Joppa Ave. S. , St. Louis Park,MN 55416 

188 

4739



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
elizabeth tarnowski 

Email 
betsy@mm.corn 

Address 

safetyinthepark <betsy@mm.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 6:24PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3901 natchez, st louis park, MN 55416 

189 

4740



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Full Name 
Andrea Bouzrara 

Email 
a. bouzrara@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <a.bouzrara@comcast. net> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 5:57PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

4525 Vallacher Ave, St.Louis Park, MN 55416 

190 

4741



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jeremy Gustafson 

Email 
gustafsj@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <gustafsj@yahoo.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 4:14PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3020 Cavell AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

191 

4742



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Lisa Knighten 

Email 
lisamiller98@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <lisamiller98@yahoo.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 3:24 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions. com 
New Online Petition 

3242 Alabama Ave. S, St. Louis Park, MN 554 16 

192 

4743



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jeremy, Meyer 

Email 
jpmeyer21 @yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <jpmeyer21 @yahoo.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 2:09 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3332 Idaho Ave. S. , St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

193 

4744



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
diane siegel 

Email 
dnsiegel@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <dnsiegel@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 1:12PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3325 glenhurst ave. s., st. louis park 5541 6 

194 

4745



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
AI Boyce 

Email 
alboyce@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <alboyce@comcast. net> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 1:12PM 
thorn @two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions. com 
New Online Petition 

3208 Edgewood Ave So, St.Louis Park, MN, 55426 

195 

4746



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Carolyn Burke 

safetyinthepark <carolyn@carolynsfloral.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 1:10PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
carolyn@carolynsfloral.com 

Address 
3236 Alabama Ave. St. Louis Park, MN. 55416 

196 

4747



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Judy Wells 

Email 
judy.o. well s@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <judy.o. wells@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 12:35 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

2279 Brunswick AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55416 

197 

4748



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Patrick Wells 

Email 
patwells@msn.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <patwells@msn.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 12:33 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

3379 Brunswick Ave. S., St. Louis Park, Minn. 55416 

198 

4749



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Gary Nathan 

Email 
gary.nathan@mcg.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 12:05 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

2804 Vernon AveS, St. Louis Park, MN, 55416 

199 

4750



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Chris Wrecza 

Email 
wrecza@hotmai I. com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <wrecza@hotmail.com> 
Friday, September 10, 2010 10:07 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions. com 
New Online Petition 

2621 Humboldt A venue South #7, Minneapolis, MN 55408 

200 

4751



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
David Gustafson 

safetyinthepark <david@ethicinvestments.com> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 9:59PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
david@ethicinvestments.com 

Address 

201 

4752



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Test 11:35 am 

Email 
thom@two-rivers.net 

Address 
123 No real street 

safetyinthepark <thorn @two-rivers. net> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 11:34 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn @txwebsolutions. com 
New Online Petition 

202 

4753



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Test 11:35 am, 

safetyinthepark.com <petition@safetyinthepark.com> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 11:34 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
Thank you for signing our petition! SafetyinthePark.com 

Thank you for signing our petition! SafetyinthePark.com 

203 

4754



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
shawn prendergast 

safetyinthepark <shawn@txwebsolutions. com> 
Thursday, September09, 2010 11 :10AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 

Address 
530 l Test Street 

204 

4755



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mia Miller 

Email 
thom@two-rivers.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <thom@two-rivers. net> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 10:51 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2900 Yosemite Av. South, StLouis Park, MN 5541 6 

205 

4756



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mia Miller, 

safetyinthepark.com <petition@safetyinthepark.com> 
Thursday, September 09,2010 10:51 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
Thank you tor signing our petition! SafetyinthePark.com 

Thank you for signing our petition! SafetyinthePark.com 

206 

4757



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiJName 
shawn prendergast 

safetyinthepark <shawn@txwebsolutions.com> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 9:55AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 

Address 
5301 Test Street 

207 

4758



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
shawn prendergast 

safetyinthepark <shawn@txwebsolutions.com> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 9:54AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 

Address 
5301 Test Street 

208 

4759



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
shawn prendergast 

safetyinthepark <shawn@txwebsolutions.com> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 9:52AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 

Address 
5301 Test Street 

209 

4760



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
shawn prendergast 

safetyinthepark <shawn@txwebsolutions.com> 
Thursday, September 09, 2010 9:51AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 

Address 
5301 Test Street 

210 

4761



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Joey Miller 

Email 
thom@two-rivers.net 

Address 
xxxxxx 

safetyinthepark <thom@two-rivers. net> 
Saturday, September 04, 2010 12:29 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

211 

4762



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuUName 
shawn prendergast 

safetyinthepark <shawn@txwebsolutions.com> 
Saturday, September 04, 2010 10:35 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
shawn@txwebsolutions.com 

Address 
5301 Test Street 

212 

4763



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Saturday, September 04, 2010 8:22AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfin} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h571b} containing the following data 
field:{hfDOf} and 3235 Yosemite AvenueS, St. Louis Park, MN 55416. Have a nice day! 

213 

4764



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Saturday, September 04, 2010 8:21 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, { field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_ h571 b} containing the following data 
field: {hfDOf} and 3235 Yosemite Avenue S. Have a nice day! 

214 

4765



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Saturday, September 04, 2010 12:28 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h571 b} containing the following data 
field:{hftlOf} and 3220 Dakota Avenue South, St. Louis Park, MN 55416. Have a nice day! 

215 

4766



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

!hammy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 8:12AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
A submission received from (hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h57lb} containing the following data 
field:{hfDOf} and 2900 Yosemite Av. S. Have a nice day! 

2!6 

4767



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear (hbOfb}, 

!hammy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Wednesday, August 25,2010 8:12AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
Thank You, {hbOfb} 

We have received your petition submission,(FIELD=hfDOf}. 

Your email address is your electronic signature and entitles you to receive email updates from Safety in the 
Park. 

Thank you for participating in the St. Louis Park Freight Rail petition campaign. 

Sincerely, 

Jami LaPray and Thorn Miller 
Co-Chairs - Safety in the Park 

217 

4768



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Tuesday, August 17, 2010 9:32PM 
!hom @two-rivers. net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h571b} containing the following data 
field:{hfOOf} and 4140 Salem Ave So, StLouis Park MN 55416. Have a nice day! 

218 

4769



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

!hammy <gary. nathan@mcg .net> 
Tuesday, August 17, 2010 9:32PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
A submission received from {hbOfb) 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h57lb} containing the following data 
field: {hfDOf} and 2824 Pennsylvania Ave So, St Louis Park MN 55426. Have a nice day! 

219 

4770



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Tuesday, August 17, 2010 6:43AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
A submission received from {hbOfb) 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h57ib} containing the following data 
field:{hfDOf} and 2555 Webster AveS. Stlouis ParK, MN, 55416. Have a nice day! 

220 

4771



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Tuesday, August 17, 2010 6:41 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, { field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_ h571 b} containing the following data 
field:{hftJOf} and 2555 Webster aves. St. loius Park,MN,55416. Have a nice day! 

221 

4772



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Friday, August 13,2010 11:10AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h57lb} containing the following data 
field:{hfOOf} and 2555 Webster Ave. S, StLouis Park, MN 55416. Have a nice day! 

222 

4773



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Friday, August 13,2010 10:26 AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
A submission received from {hbOib} 

Dear Thommy, { field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_ h571 b} containing the following data 
field: {hfOOf} and 3650 Gettysburg Ave #30, St Louis Park, MN 55426. Have a nice day! 

223 

4774



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

thommy <gary.nathan@mcg.net> 
Thursday, August 12,2010 3:47PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
A submission received from {hbOfb} 

Dear Thommy, {field:hbOfm} has sent a new submission to {FORM_h57lb} containing the following data 
field:{hfDOf} and 3345 Dakota Av, Stlouis Pk, Mn 55416. Have a nice day! 

224 
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Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Bert Schmitt 

Email 
bjsclm1itt89@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bjschmitt89@aol.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 2:06PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2833 Brunswick A V S At Louis PK MN 55416 

24 

4776



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Megan Schaack 

safetyinthepark <mevschaack@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 12:12 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
mevschaack@hotmail.com 

Address 
3420 Rhode Island AVeS, St. Louis Park, MN 55426 

25 

4777



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Renee Beltrand 

safetyinthepark <bergbeltrand@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 12:12 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
bergbeltrand@hotmail.com 

Address 
2805 Za11han Ave S, St Louis Park MN 55416 

26 

4778



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Jacob Bernhagen 

safetyinthepark <J. T. Bernhagen@hotmail.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 12:03 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
J.T.Bemhagen@hotmai l.com 

Address 
3101 Colorado AvenueS, Saint Louis Park, MN, 55416 

27 

4779



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Dana Walton 

Email 
mwalton6@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <mwalton6@comcast. net> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 10:23 AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2200 Kentucky Ave. south. St. louis Park, Mn. 55426 

28 
4780



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Jane Goodyear 

Email 
janeanneg@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <janeanneg@gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 9:31AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

1 Forest Dale Rd., Mpls, MN 55410 

29 
4781



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
David Hinze 

Email 
d.mhinze@mac.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <d.mhinze@mac.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 8:07AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2550 Pennsylvania AveS, St.Louis Park, MN 55426 

30 

4782



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Charles Anderson 

Email 
boydeniii@yahoo.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <boydeniii@yahoo.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 7:16AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2915 Yosemite Ave south Stlouis park MN 55416 

31 

4783



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Mark Sawinski 

Email 
sawin002@umn.edu 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sawin002@umn.edu> 
Sunday, December 02, 2012 6:28 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

5737 West Lake Street St, Louis Park MN 55416 

1 

4784



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
marlene waxse 

Email 

safetyinthepark <marlene.waxse@gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 29, 2012 4:49PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

marlene. waxse@gmail.com 

Address 
2923 cedar knoll ct minnetonka mn 55305 

2 

4785



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Angie Koehler 

Email 
angko@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <angko@comcast. net> 
Thursday, November 29, 2012 4:15PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

801 Witmetka Ave So. Golden VaHey, MN 55426 

3 

4786



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Brenna Paulson 

safetyinthepark <Brenna.l.paulson@gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 29, 2012 7:32AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
Brenna.l.paulson@gmai l.com 

Address 
16626 w Tasha drive, surprise, az 85388 

4 

4787



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
juli lassow 

Email 
julilassow@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <julilassow@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 10:05 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

5305 2nd ave s, minneapolis, mn 55419 

5 

4788



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Davidene Weinberg 

Email 
davidene@comcast.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <davidene@comcast.net> 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 7:25PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

6 

4789



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Emily Hennen 

Email 
Emhennen@hotmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Emhennen@hotmail.com> 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 5:04 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3133 Jersey AveS, StLouis Park, MN 55426 

7 

4790



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Karen Bertulli 

Email 
kbertulli@winthrop.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <kbertulli@winthrop.com> 
Tuesday, November 27, 2012 12:16 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3736Inglewood AveS StLouis Park, MN 55416 

8 

4791



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuUName 
Lisa Kuehn 

Email 
Kuehnlm@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Kuehnlm@gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 22, 2012 6:08PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

5717 Nevada ave N, crystal, mn 55428 

9 

4792



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Clark Gregor 

Email 
clarkg@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <clarkg@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, November21, 2012 7:41AM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2620 Hampshire AveS; SLP, MN 55426 

10 

4793



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Dana Schreiner 

safetyinthepark <dana.b.schreiner@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 19, 2012 2:56PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
dana.b.schreiner@gmail.com 

Address 
3264 Xenwood Avenue. S, St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

11 

4794



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Lisa Yepes 

Email 
yepes.lisa@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <yepes.lisa@gmail.com> 
Sunday, November 18, 2012 7:59PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2733 Brunswick Ave. S., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

12 

4795



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Carma 

safetyinthepark <carma. hayenga@gmail.com> 
Sunday, November 18, 2012 1:36 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
canna.hayenga@gmail.com 

Address 
2700 Brunswick Ave. South, St. Louis Park, 55416 

13 

4796



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Patrick Wells 

Email 
pat wells@msn.com 

Address 
3379 Brunswick Ave. S. 

safetyinthepark <patwells@msn.com> 
Sunday, November 18, 2012 12:35 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

14 
4797



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Alexander Hildreth 

safetyinthepark <Aiexr. hildreth@gmail. com> 
Saturday, November 17, 2012 4 :08PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

Email 
Alexr.hildreth@gmail .com 

Address 
3350 Brunswick Ave. saint Louis park, 

15 

4798



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Devin, Fischer 

Email 
fisch389@umn.edu 

Address 

safetyinthepark <fisch389@umn.edu> 
Saturday, November 17, 2012 4:02PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2300 Ridge Dr., St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

16 
4799



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Sarah Wells 

Email 
sarahgwells@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <sarahgwells@gmail.com> 
Saturday, November 17, 2012 3:57PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2300 Ridge Drive #315 St. Louis Park 55416 

17 
4800



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Thomas P. Cremons 

Email 
tcremons@gmail .com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <tcremons@gmail.com> 
Friday, November 16, 2012 8:40AM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

3035 Brunswick Ave. So. St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

18 

4801



Thom Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Victoria Langr 

Email 
Torielange@me.com 

Address 
Edina, mn 55436 

safetyinthepark <Torielange@me.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 10:39 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

19 

4802



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FullName 
Sara Bible 

Email 
bibes l@gmail.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bibes1 @gmail.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 10:39 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

3014 Brunswick Ave. S. St. Louis Park, MN 5541 6 

20 

4803



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Rachel Raz 

Email 
Rraz@usfamily.net 

Address 

safetyinthepark <Rraz@usfamily.net> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 10:37 PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

303 1 Alabama Ave. SSt. Louis Park, MN 55416 

21 

4804



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuliName 
Kathy Grose 

Email 
kathyagrose@juno.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <kathyagrose@juno.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 9:40 PM 
thom@two-rivers.net 
New Online Petition 

2606 Alabama AveS, SLP, MN 55416 

22 

4805



Thorn Miller 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FuiiName 
Bev Schmitt 

Email 
bjschmitt89@aol.com 

Address 

safetyinthepark <bjschmitt89@aol.com> 
Thursday, November 15, 2012 2:07PM 
thom@two-rivers. net 
New Online Petition 

2833 Brunswick A V S St. Louis PK MN 55416 

23 

4806



Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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Safety in the Park Freight Rail Signing Sheet 
(please see the petition on the cover sheet) 
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Attachment 3: Responses to Comments Received on the Draft EIS 
 





SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-1 
 May 2016 

A. Support for the Project 

Summary of Comments: The FTA and the Council received approximately 130 comments on the Draft EIS 
that expressed support for the Southwest LRT Project. Those commenters included the following: City of St. 
Louis Park, St. Louis Park Planning Commission, Scott County Board of Commissioners, Bassett Valley 
Redevelopment Oversight Committee, Chamber of Commerce, the Sierra Club, businesses, community groups, 
non-profit organizations, and the general public. General support was often combined with opposition to 
certain elements of the Project, such as freight rail relocation or co-location (see Themes C and D, 
respectively). 

Beyond the broad and general support for the Project, many of the comments noted specific benefits of the 
Project or support for specific Project elements. There were also comments that suggested refinements or 
options that have since been incorporated into the Project.   

Comments in support of the Project noted that, compared to other alternatives, the Project as described in the 
Draft EIS would:  

• Be the most cost-effective way of meeting the Project’s Purpose and Need 

• Result in greater light rail and transit ridership 

• Have greater economic benefits 

• Produce environmental benefits such as reduced energy use and improved air quality 

• Result in overall improvements to mobility in the corridor, particularly reduced transit travel times and 
improved transit connections 

• Improve transit access between residential areas in Minneapolis and employment centers in the corridor, 
particularly as it relates to reverse-commute markets 

• Support the region’s station area planning efforts along the proposed light rail alignment, including the 
indirect effects of increasing and accelerating the level of development in those areas, especially transit 
oriented development 

Comments in support of the Project also stated that light rail would be preferable to other modes (e.g. 
enhanced bus service or bus rapid transit) and to the No Build Alternative.  

Commenters also proposed design adjustments or expressed support for design adjustments and options that 
were ultimately incorporated into the Project, including: 

• Co-location of freight rail, light rail, and the bicycle and pedestrian trail in the Kenilworth Corridor 

• Placement of the light rail alignment in a tunnel in a portion of the Kenilworth Corridor 

• Freight rail modifications that allow for improved placement of stations in St. Louis Park, including the 
freight and light rail “swap” and replacement of a portion of the Skunk Hollow freight rail switching wye 
with the Southerly Connection (which are described in Section 2.1 of the Final EIS) 

• Incorporation of other freight rail modifications associated with the safe design and construction of freight 
rail modifications(e.g., design of joint light rail and freight rail at-grade crossings, safety measures to help 
prevent freight rail derailments, such as freight rail guard rails) 

• Modification of the proposed light rail alignment, station locations, and park-and-ride lots within Eden 
Prairie 

• Different location of the light rail operations and maintenance facility (OMF) than those locations evaluated 
in the Draft EIS 

• Roadway modifications that accommodate implementation of the Project, while avoiding creating new or 
worsening congestion at nearby intersections 



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-2 
 May 2016 

• Various measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate Project impacts 

• Anticipated modifications to bus service to support the proposed light rail line 

• Modifications to the design and location of proposed stations, park-and-ride lots, and related ancillary 
facilities (e.g., traction power substations), including the elimination of the proposed park-and-ride lots in 
Minneapolis 

• Design adjustments to bicycle and pedestrian facilities affected by the Project 

Response:  The Council has incorporated a variety of design adjustments into the Project since the publication of 
the Draft EIS, including freight rail modifications that allow for the co-location of freight rail and light rail within 
the Kenilworth Corridor. Many of the design adjustments incorporated into the Project specifically or generally 
address comments received on the Draft EIS. For example, some of the proposed adjustments that have been 
incorporated into the Project were included in the comments received on the Draft EIS, including the proposed 
light rail tunnel in a portion of the Kenilworth Corridor. The Project, which includes the design adjustments made 
since publication of the Draft EIS, is described and illustrated in Section 2.1 and Appendix E of the Final EIS. The 
evaluation of those design adjustments and the rationale for incorporating them into the Project are described in 
Sections 2.2 and Appendix F of this Final EIS.  

As presented in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the Project is intended to improve transit service in the Southwest 
Corridor by addressing the deficiencies and needs that have been identified. As described in Chapter 8 of the Final 
EIS, the following is a description of how the Project will address the Corridor Needs and achieve the intended 
Purpose of the Southwest LRT Project. In summary, the various design adjustments made since publication of the 
Draft EIS help the Project meet its Purpose and Need.  

• Improve Access and Mobility to Jobs and Activity Centers for Commuters and Reverse Commuters. The 
Project will introduce new light rail service that will meet both elements of this project purpose. First, the 
Project’s proposed light rail extension will connect residential areas throughout the Corridor to employment 
and activity centers in the Minneapolis central business district. The light rail extension, including its 
connecting feeder bus service and new park-and-ride lots, will substantially improve both access and mobility 
to those centralized jobs and activity centers. Further, by providing one-seat rides to destinations served by the 
existing METRO Green Line, the Project will extend the improved access and mobility to include other 
employment and activity centers, such as the University of Minnesota and the St. Paul central business district.  

Second, the Project will substantially increase access and mobility to jobs in the Corridor that are west and 
south of the Minneapolis central business district. Those reverse-commute trips will see substantial increases 
in the delivery and quality of transit service. In general, the frequency of service for reverse-commute trips on 
the proposed light rail extension will be the same as for commute trips, thereby providing increased transit 
access. Further, transit travel times for reverse-commute trips via the new light rail service will tend to be 
substantially reduced, compared to existing and 2040 travel times under the No Build Alternative. In addition, 
those reverse-commute transit travel times will be much more reliable, because the light rail service will not 
operate on congested roadways and will be less likely to be impeded by adverse weather affecting roadways. 
Those improvements in transit travel times and reliability will substantially improve mobility for reverse-
commute trips. 

• Attract Choice Riders to the Transit System by Providing a Competitive, Reliable, Cost-effective Travel 
Option. The Project will meet the second purpose of attracting choice riders to the transit system in a cost-
effective manner by: 1) providing a new diagonal transitway that reduces transit travel times in the Corridor, 
especially between the major activity centers and especially in the reverse commute direction; and, 2) grade-
separating that transitway from the increasingly congested regional and local roadway network, thereby 
increasing the speed and reliability of transit service in the Corridor. In particular, the Project will introduce a 
grade-separated diagonal transitway in the Corridor that will: reduce transit travel times; improve transit 
reliability; increase the overall transit demand; and increase transit’s mode share. That is, the new light rail 
transit service introduced in the Corridor by the Project will provide a competitive and reliable transit option 
that will attract choice riders.  
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Except for at-grade light rail crossings of streets, the new light rail service will operate within exclusive transit 
right-of-way, which will separate the light rail service from the slowing and reliability-reducing effects of 
congestion. Under the Project, approximately one-third of the passenger miles within the Corridor will occur 
within that exclusive transit right-of-way, generally unaffected by roadway congestion and deteriorating 
speeds over time. Transit travel time improvements of the Project over the No Build Alternative reflect greater 
efficiency and reliability of transit service offered by the Project, as it would be able to adhere more strictly to 
its operations schedule and provide more predictable travel times, contrasted to bus service on more 
congested roadways under the No Build Alternative. As a result, the Project will attract those new choice 
transit riders in a more cost-effective manner, compared to the efficiency of Corridor bus network the No Build 
Alternative.  

Because of its travel time and coverage advantages compared to the No Build Alternative, the Project is 
forecast to result in 13,240 new transit trips on an average weekday in 2040 compared to the No Build 
Alternative. Most of those new transit trips represent a shift from trips taken using a personal automobile. In 
total, the Southwest LRT Green Line Extension is forecast to carry 32,679 transit rides in 2040 on an average 
weekday. The increase in transit ridership under the Project reflects the demand for and attractiveness of 
faster and more reliable transit service in the Corridor.  

• Be Part of a System of Integrated Regional Transitways. The Project will meet this purpose through its 
expansion of the region’s integrated transitways into the Southwest Corridor. Specifically, the Project will 
extend the existing METRO Green Line light rail service into the Corridor with approximately 14.5 miles of 
grade-separated right-of-way and 16 new light rail stations. That expansion of the regional transitway system 
into the Corridor will replace much of the No Build Alternative’s reliance on the local bus network to provide 
that connection.  

The long-range comprehensive land use and transportation plans for the Twin Cities region both call for 
continued investment in a system of regional transitways, including the Southwest LRT Project. As described in 
the plans, the region’s investment policy includes land use development expectations to leverage and support 
its transit investments, identifying cost-effective means of improving multimodal access to regional 
destinations, and improving mobility and reliability on the regional highway system. Further, the Project’s 
proposed light rail stations are expected to experience additional mixed-use development compared to the No 
Build Alternative. The expected increase in development density around light rail stations resulting from the 
construction of the Project is consistent with regional and local plans. These plans acknowledge the value of 
extending the regional transitway into the Corridor as an important way to support efficient land use 
development. 

As noted in Section 2.5 of the Supplemental Draft EIS, the findings reached in the design adjustment process that 
occurred after publication of the Draft EIS led to adjustments to the Locally Preferred Alternative that would 
retain freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1). In April 2014, the Council identified the design 
adjustments to be incorporated into the Project: the “Shallow LRT Tunnels – Over Kenilworth Lagoon” (which will 
include co-location of light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor – LRT 3A-1). In summary, the Council 
found that, relative to the other options considered, the “Shallow LRT Tunnels – Over Kenilworth Lagoon” (LRT 
3A-1) alternative would provide the best balance of costs, benefits, and environmental impacts, and in doing so 
found that it would best meet the Project’s Purpose and Need (see Chapter 1). In particular, the Locally Preferred 
Alternative with the “Shallow LRT Tunnels – Over Kenilworth Lagoon” (LRT 3A-1) will:  

• Result in less harm to Section 4(f)-protected properties (compared to the displacement of the Park Spanish 
Immersion School playground with freight rail relocation); 

• Facilitate efficient freight rail movements by replacing the Skunk Hollow switching wye with the Southerly 
Connector; 

• Minimize the reconstruction of freight rail tracks and related adverse impacts; 

• Include design refinements that will help avoid diminishing the potential for TOD around light rail stations in 
close proximity to freight rail tracks; 
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• Provide safe and convenient pedestrian crossings of freight rail tracks at the proposed Wooddale, Beltline, and 
21st Street stations; 

• Avoid the displacement of residents and businesses in St. Louis Park and Minneapolis (compared to the full 
acquisition of approximately 32 residential, commercial, and institutional parcels under freight rail 
relocation); 

• Include bicycle and pedestrian improvements and the study of potential traffic-related improvements that will 
improve access to light rail stations and across the light rail and freight rail alignment in the Kenilworth 
Corridor (compared to the construction of a berm for the freight rail alignment in St. Louis Park that would 
tend to divide a residential and commercial neighborhood); and, 

• Permanently displace approximately six fewer acres of wetland. 

As a result of the design adjustments that occurred after publication of the Draft EIS, the co-location of light rail 
and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) is the Project’s environmentally preferred alternative. 
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B. Opposition to the Project 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 15 comments opposing the Southwest 
LRT Project in general, notwithstanding alignment concerns, which are addressed in Themes C and F. 
Commenters with general opposition to the Project included members of the businesses, community groups, 
and the general public. Additional statements opposing or expressing specific concerns about particular 
elements of the Project are addressed in Themes C through F, H, and I.  

Following are some of the key reasons cited in opposition to the Project under Theme B: 

• The capital and operating costs of the Project are too high, will require a subsidy or increased taxes, or the 
Project is a general waste of money 

• The Project will not create new jobs and will have negative economic impacts 

• Ridership will be low due to a low density of jobs and residents around the proposed stations, only minor 
improvements in transit travel times, and the availability of buses that work fine and are more flexible 

• The Project will not improve, or will actually worsen, traffic congestion 

• The Project will have a variety of adverse environmental impacts in a variety of areas, including noise, 
vibration, visual and aesthetics, parks, trails, neighborhoods, wildlife, habitat, electromagnetic 
interference, visual/privacy, displacements, parking, groundwater, and wetlands 

• The Project will present safety issues, including delays to emergency vehicles at new at-grade crossings 

• The Project is not needed because transit travel times are fine as they are, or will be due to forthcoming 
changes in transportation and technology (e.g., telecommuting) 

• The Project will lead to construction impacts 

• The presence of compressible soils, which could make construction of the Project challenging and more 
expensive 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the propose light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures into the Project.  

In particular, the design adjustments incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of light rail and 
freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing freight rail from 
a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The final EIS is based on the definition of the 
Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the design adjustment 
process and other activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received 
on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during this process.  

As noted in Theme T, “Concerns About Costs and Schedule,” the Project’s capital cost estimates were updated to 
reflect design adjustments made since publication of the Draft EIS. Currently, the Project (without locally 
requested capital investments) is estimated to cost $1.791 billion in year-of-expenditure dollars (see Sections 2.2 
and 7.1 of the Final EIS for updated capital cost estimates in base-year and year-of-expenditure dollars, 
respectively). The project will be funded using the following sources: FTA Capital Investment Grant – 50 percent 
(proposed); State of Minnesota – 9.2 percent; Counties Transit Improvement Board – 27.7 percent; HCRRA – 9.2 
percent; other local funding – 3.6 percent; Federal Surface Transportation Program – 0.2 percent. Increased taxes 
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are not anticipated as a funding source for the Project. Overall, the Project has merited a Medium-High rating 
from FTA (see Section 7.4). This rating considers various factors including costs and benefits.  

The Project will result in positive economic gains in the form of increased wages and spending, creating long-
term jobs and additional earnings as a result of Operations and Maintenance (O&M) expenditures. The Project is 
expected to add a total of 160 full-time equivalent jobs associated with operations of facilities and light rail 
vehicles. The Project will also increase O&M spending by $39.5 million (2016) annually over the No Build 
alternative. For the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA, the effect of local O&M spending for the Project will 
result in an estimated $34.5 million in local annual wages and salaries, compared to the No Build Alternative (in 
2040). Based on the economic analysis documented in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS, the local wages and salaries 
will support 172 jobs in the local economy. 

The short-term effect of construction spending associated with the Project will result in an estimated $1.3 billion 
in overall economic activity (in year-of-expenditure dollars) for the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA over 
the construction period. Construction-related spending is expected to provide regional economic benefits by 
generating approximately $475 million in additional wages and salaries for households and by creating 
approximately 10,600 person-year jobs for all industries in the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA during the 
construction phase of the Project. A person-year job is defined as a job for one person for one year; if a job 
employs a single person for three years, it would equal three person-year jobs. 

In addition, the Project is likely to contribute to a range of factors that could lead to increased development 
around proposed stations. This development could result in positive economic gains in the form of wages and 
spending. For additional information on wages and spending, refer to Theme M.1. 

Ridership forecasts were derived from the 2040 TPP and are expected to be approximately 32,680 transit rides on 
the Project and 13,240 new system-wide transit trips on an average weekday. Further, the Project will provide a 
new, more reliable transit choice with reduced travel times and access to other existing and planned transit 
services across the corridor. It will connect communities to each other and to important community facilities, as 
well as providing access to housing and employment centers throughout the Project area. Importantly, the 
Project is designed to effectively serve both commute and reverse-commute markets in the corridor and extending 
outside of the corridor through other transit connections. Congestion is forecast to worsen by 2040, based on 
results within the Council’s planning efforts for 2040. With the expected traffic increases caused by population 
and employment growth, the Council’s 2040 Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) states the result will be more 
intense and more extensive congestion on the region’s trunk highways, county highways, and city streets by 2040. 
According to the Metropolitan Council Transportation Division, travel times from Eden Prairie for cars are 
expected to increase by over 10 percent, from 30 minutes in 2000 to 34 minutes in 2040 during peak periods. For 
example, an automobile trip during the afternoon peak period from downtown Minneapolis or St. Paul to Eden 
Prairie is estimated to increase by approximately 9 percent and 15 percent by 2040, respectively, compared to 
existing conditions (changing from approximately 27.0 minutes to 29.5 minutes and from 35.3 to 60.1 minutes, 
respectively). Further, a reverse commute from Minnetonka and Eden Prairie to North Minneapolis during the 
afternoon peak period in 2040 is projected to increase by approximately 15 percent and 18 percent, respectively 
(changing from 25.7 minutes to 29.7 minutes and from 30.8 minutes to 36.4 minutes, respectively). 

Due to a forecast reduction in regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) under the Project, compared to the No Build 
Alternative (a reduction of 113,000 VMT), air pollution from mobile transportation sources will be slightly 
reduced in 2040. The reduction in vehicle miles traveled will also result in a reduction in regional energy use of 
approximately 109 billion Btus per year. The Project includes planned roadway improvements that will 
accommodate the introduction of the light rail alignment and related facilities and increase roadway capacity to 
respond to anticipated demand to use of one or more roadways at a specific locations (e.g., additional turn or 
through lanes, additional traffic signals). As noted in Section 4.2.3, roadway and intersection improvements 
included in the Project are listed and illustrated in the Preliminary Engineering Plans (see Appendix E). For a 
detailed description of the traffic operations analysis for the Project, including a description of the location of 
traffic movements with queuing issues, refer to the PEC-West Traffic Memorandum (2015) and PEC-East Traffic 
Memorandum (2015). In summary, of the 75 intersections analyzed: 



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-7 
 May 2016 

• No intersections that would operate at LOS A to D under the No Build Alternative will operate at LOS E or F 
under the Project. 

• Three intersections that would operate at LOS E or F under the No Build Alternative will be improved to LOS 
A through D under the Project. 

• Six intersections that would operate at LOS E or F under the No Build Alternative will continue to operate at 
LOS E or F under the Project.  

The Final EIS includes 17 environmental resource areas that were evaluated, each of which provides an overview 
of applicable methods and regulations, a description of the affected environment, an analysis of the 
environmental consequences that will result from the Project, and identification of mitigation measures to 
address adverse environmental impacts that will be committed to in the Record of Decision. The analysis of 
impacts  

in each section covers long-term and short-term (construction) direct and indirect impacts, with the exception of 
Section 3.17, which addresses cumulative impacts related to the Project. Please review Table ES-1 for the list of 
environmental impacts and mitigation by environmental category.   

As described in Section 4.6 of the Final EIS, based on the analysis and incorporation of identified safety and 
security-related design and operational elements into the Project, the Project will not adversely impact safety and 
security within the study area. Key safety and security measures described above that will be implemented under 
the Project include: 

• Design of freight rail modifications to meet applicable safety design standards 

• Adherence to the Project’s Safety and Security Management Plan and Metro Light Rail Transit Design Criteria 
when designing light rail facilities and at-grade light rail crossings 

• Continued coordination with emergency responders, including the Fire Life Safety and Security Committee 
Design components related to the location of light rail service operating in the vicinity of freight rail service 

• Implementation of design and operational safety measures for the proposed light rail tunnels.  

Section 4.6.4.2 describes short-term (construction) safety and security mitigation measures that will be 
implemented by the Project. 

For instances where the roadway crossings will include crossings for sidewalks and trails, such as 21st Street in 
the Kenilworth Corridor, crossings and controls will be designed to maintain pedestrian and bicycle safety and 
will include space between the freight tracks and the light rail tracks to allow sidewalk and trail users to have 
refuge space in the event of a freight and light rail train passing simultaneously. In addition, these crossings will 
be equipped with detectable warnings and fences lining the crossing paths to bring attention to the freight or 
light rail crossing locations. The design of specific pedestrian and bicycle safety features will be made during 
Engineering and finalized prior to construction.   

Metro Transit Police currently provide roving security for the bus transit facilities within the Metro Transit 
service area (i.e., area with existing Metro Transit bus service). Transit police routinely patrol bus routes, bus 
stops, and transit centers. Transit police officers currently travel along the METRO Blue Line and METRO Green 
Line LRT lines to provide security at stations and on rail cars and will provide similar services for the Project and 
will patrol the area surrounding 21st Street Station with the Project. In addition, the Project will coordinate with 
MPRB Police regarding safety and security issues, particularly at 21st Street Station. This coordination will occur 
through the FLSSC, as described in the Project’s SSMP (Council, 2014).   

See the following within Appendix M, Comments and Responses on the Supplemental Draft EIS, for additional 
information concerning the Project’s safety and security elements and assessment: Master Response 3: General 
concerns related to safety and security for LRT construction and operations within close vicinity to freight in the 
Kenilworth Corridor; and Master Response 11: Safety concerns related to hazardous freight rail cargo within the 
Kenilworth Corridor.  
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Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, outlines the various existing and forecasted conditions that warrant consideration 
of transit improvements in the corridor, including the four primary need factors that are important for people 
who live and work in the southwest metropolitan area: (1) declining mobility; (2) limited competitive, reliable 
transit options for choice riders and people who rely on public transportation, including reverse-commute riders; 
(3) need to maintain a balanced and economically competitive multimodal freight system; and (4) regional/local 
plans calling for investment in additional light rail transit projects in the region. As noted in Section 1.5, the 
region will continue to experience increasing levels of traffic congestion, as a result of strong residential and 
employment growth and limited funding for continued expansion of the region’s principal arterial highway 
system. As described in Section 8.1 of the Final EIS, the Project will substantially improve both access and mobility 
to jobs and activity centers and it will substantially increase access and mobility to jobs in the Corridor that are 
west and south of the Minneapolis central business district. Further, the Project will provide a new grade-
separated transitway that reduces transit travel times and increases reliability, especially between the major 
activity centers and in the reverse commute direction. Finally, the areas near the Project’s proposed light rail 
stations are expected to experience additional mixed-use development consistent with regional and local plans.  

The Project’s design and cost estimate are based on recent geology and soils studies, including numerous soil 
borings performed by the Council throughout the Project area. The results of those studies, including results from 
areas that have compressible soils, have been considered in the Project’s design (see Appendix E of the Final EIS). 
Documentation of those studies can be found in the Southwest LRT Geology and Groundwater Evaluation 
Supporting Documentation Technical Memorandum (Council, 2015f – see Appendix C for instructions on how to 
reference this document). 

Construction activities are described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Major construction is expected to span 
approximately three years. The Council will develop a Construction Mitigation Plan and construction 
communication plan, which will be implemented prior to and during construction. The purpose of the 
Construction Communication Plan is to prepare Project-area residents, businesses, and commuters for 
construction; listen to concerns; and develop plans to minimize harmful or disruptive effects. The plan may 
include:  

• Issue and distribute regular construction updates;   

• Provide advance notice of roadway closures, driveway closures, and utility shutoffs; 

• Conduct public construction meetings; 

• Establish a 24-hour construction hotline; 

• Prepare communication materials with applicable construction information  

• Address property access issues; and  

• Assign staff to serve as liaisons between the public and contractors during construction (Source: Council, 
2015a. Communications and Public Involvement Plan (CPIP). See Final EIS, Appendix C for instructions on 
how to access this document) 

Other construction-related impacts and mitigation measures that will be incorporated into the Project are 
summarized in Table ES-1 of the Executive Summary.  
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C. Opposition to relocation of freight rail out of the Kenilworth Corridor 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 500 comments in opposition to the 
relocation of freight rail operations from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor to sections 
of the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision through the City of St. Louis Park, which would have occurred 
under alternatives LRT 1A, LRT 3A, LRT 3C-1, and LRT 3C-2 as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS. Those 
commenters included: the Cities of St. Louis Park, Granite Falls, Arlington, Bird Island, Buffalo Lake, Hector, 
Milan, Montevideo, Morton, Norwood Young America, Olivia, Plato, Stewart, Winthrop, Glencoe; the Counties 
of Carver, McLeod, Redwood, Renville, Roberts, Sibley, Wright; Scott County Board of Commissioners; St. Louis 
Park Public Schools; Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority; St. Louis Park Charter Commission; Bassett 
Creek Valley Redevelopment Oversight Committee; Upper Minnesota Valley Regional Development 
Commission; Glencoe Area Chamber of Commerce; Kiwanis Club, Canadian Pacific, and the Twin Cities & 
Western Railroad TC&W; and businesses, community groups, non-profit organizations, and the general public. 
The comments included opposition to the relocation of freight rail based on the findings in the Draft EIS, as 
well as revised or additional findings cited by the commenters to argue against the relocation of freight rail.  

In particular, commenters expressed opposition to the findings summarized in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIS, 
which evaluated the range of alternatives in the Draft EIS based on the Project’s Goals and Objectives, 
concluding at that time that LRT 3A, which included freight rail relocation, would best meet the Project’s 
Purpose and Need Statement (as expressed by the goals of improving mobility, providing a cost-effective and 
efficient travel option, preserving the environment, protecting quality of life, supporting economic 
development, and developing and maintaining a balanced and economically competitive multimodal freight 
system). Many of the commenters that opposed the relocation of freight rail noted that they were not opposed 
to the Project in general, or even supported it (see Theme A); or that they supported another alternative that 
would not entail the relocation of freight rail, for example relocating the existing bicycle and pedestrian trail 
from the Kenilworth Corridor, rather than freight rail (see Theme G). 

Commenters articulated a wide range of reasons for their opposition to the relocation of freight rail, including 
the following: 

• That the capital cost of freight rail relocation would be much higher than represented in the Draft EIS (e.g., 
related mitigation measures were not included in the design or cost) and if calculated correctly would be 
much higher than the cost of co-locating freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (see also Theme T); 

• That the Project’s funding plans would not be feasible given the correct costs (see prior bullet) and 
increased freight rail operating costs due to the effect that freight rail relocation would have on freight rail 
operations would have to be offset (see also Theme T); 

• That the Project’s conceptual design of freight rail modifications in the Draft EIS for freight rail relocation 
was not feasible from a freight rail operations and safety perspective and modifications to make the design 
feasible and safe would increase anticipated costs and impacts over those disclosed in the Draft EIS; 

• That the relocation of freight rail operations from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor 
to sections of the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision through portions of St. Louis Park would 
substantially increase the travel time of freight trains operated by TC&W, thereby increasing TC&W’s 
operating cost and reducing its market competitiveness, as well as increasing shipping costs for some of its 
customers; 

• That adverse impacts (short-term and long-term direct, indirect, and cumulative) to the businesses and 
residents adjacent to the route of freight trains that would be relocated would be significant and greater 
when compared to co-location (including those affecting land use, economic factors, community cohesion, 
environmental justice, displacements/relocations, parks, historic properties, visual impacts, noise impacts, 
vibration impacts, hazardous and contaminated material, air quality, transit, roadways, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities), due to the increased frequency of freight trains through the affected community 
and/or to the long-term physical modifications within the affected community (e.g., to accommodate the 
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new freight rail connections between the Bass Lake Spur and MN&S Spur and between the MN&S Spur and 
the Wayzata Subdivision); 

• That the relocation of freight trains would redirect freight rail traffic to the Dan Patch Line and impacts of 
that are missing from the Draft EIS;  

• That the relocation of freight trains would jeopardize the safety of the adjacent community through the re-
routing of trains within close proximity of schools, residences, and businesses, including freight trains 
carrying toxic and/or explosive cargo; 

• That more frequent and longer freight trains would operate on the MN&S Spur, which would substantially 
increase traffic delays at at-grade crossings, increase road congestion and delay emergency vehicles; 

• That they had concerns about the methods, assumptions, and data sources used for a variety of 
environmental and transportation categories, which call into question the validity of the metrics used in 
the Draft EIS to evaluate and compare the alternatives, including those that would lead to the relocation of 
freight rail (see Themes M, N, O, and P); 

• That they had concerns about the NEPA and the public and agency involvement processes used to reach 
the findings and determinations in the Draft EIS relative to the relocation or co-location of freight rail (see 
Theme L); 

• That City of St. Louis Park mitigation requests related to freight rail relocation were ignored; 

• That the inclusion of improving of the state’s freight rail system as a Project Need and Goal was 
inappropriate (see Theme K); and, 

• That there is no binding agreement requiring the removal of existing freight rail operations from a portion 
of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the propose light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into 
the Project. In particular, the design adjustments incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of 
light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The final EIS is based on the 
definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the 
design adjustment process and other activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the 
comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during 
this process. 

The Final EIS describes the process the Council used to develop and evaluate design adjustments since completion 
of the Draft EIS, including potential freight rail modifications, that were evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS. 
The Draft EIS evaluated two alternatives for incorporating freight rail modifications into the LPA. Under LRT 3A, 
TC&W freight trains currently operating on a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and in the Kenilworth Corridor would 
be rerouted to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivisions. Under LRT 3A 1, TC&W freight trains would continue to 
operate in the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 are also referred to in the Draft EIS 
as freight rail “relocation” and “co-location,” respectively. As noted in the Draft EIS and Supplemental Draft EIS, 
LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 would provide the same transit service, with differing freight rail options, therefore the LPA 
is incorporated within both LRT 3A and LRT 3A 1. 

After the close of the Draft EIS public comment period, the Council and FTA reviewed the comments received on 
the Draft EIS. Of note was the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) designation of LRT 3A-1 (co-location) as the 
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least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. The FTA and Council were required to consider the co-
location alternative in greater detail to satisfy the requirements under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The USACE is 
a cooperating agency under NEPA for the Project and must determine whether the Project complies with the CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) (Guidelines). The USACE stated “as proposed [in the Draft EIS] the chosen LPA, alternative LRT 
3A, would not qualify as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative, which as proposed would be 
alternative LRT 3A-1 (co-location).”  

In addition, TC&W, the freight carrier operating on the existing freight rail line within the co-location segment of 
the Kenilworth Corridor, expressed concern that LRT 3A (freight rail relocation) would likely result in increased 
costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from shippers in greater Minnesota and result in operational issues 
related to track alignments, and therefore TC&W and its shippers were opposed to LRT 3A as presented in the 
Draft EIS. TC&W is a private freight rail operator with operating rights within the Kenilworth Corridor, granted 
by a Trackage Rights Agreement (TRA) executed in 1998. As described in Section 5 of the TRA, terminating or 
vacating the freight rail service along the Kenilworth Corridor requires agreements by either TC&W or the 
Canadian Pacific (Soo Line) or after a new connection between the current operating route of TC&W and the 
MN&S Spur becomes operational, or at such time other feasible alternative(s) satisfactory to TC&W become 
available and operational.  

Based on the comments received on the Draft EIS and through meetings with the public, businesses, 
municipalities, and other groups, the Council initiated a process to develop adjustments to the Project’s design. 
The design adjustment process included a four-step process to develop and evaluate adjustments to LRT 3A and 
LRT 3A-1 directly related to the following: (1) whether TC&W freight trains currently operating along the 
Kenilworth Corridor should be rerouted to sections of the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision; or (2) whether 
the TC&W freight trains should continue to operate along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor as they 
currently do. Following is a brief description of the process used to develop and evaluate adjustments to LRT 3A 
and LRT 3A-1 (see Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional detail): 

• The first step evaluation included the development of a relatively wide range of adjustments to the light rail 
improvements and freight rail-related modifications under the two freight rail operating scenarios 
(relocation and co-location), focusing on meeting key design parameters, while avoiding or minimizing 
adverse impacts and minimizing Project costs. Based on comments received from the public, stakeholders, 
and participating agencies and on various evaluation measures, the potential design adjustments were 
narrowed to one freight rail relocation and two co-location adjustments. 

• The second step evaluation included a detailed analysis of the potential adjustments identified in the first step 
evaluation, narrowing to one design adjustment under each of the two freight rail operating scenarios 
(relocation and co-location). 

• The third step evaluation included the refinement of the two second step design adjustments, addressing 
public and agency comments, followed by a detailed assessment of the tradeoffs between the two potential 
adjustments remaining after the second-step evaluation. As a result of the third step evaluation, the Freight 
Rail Relocation Brunswick Central design adjustment, which was developed in coordination with TC&W to 
meet their engineering standards, was dismissed from further study and the Shallow LRT Tunnel – Over 
Kenilworth Lagoon adjustment was advanced into the fourth step evaluation (see Exhibit 2.3-9). 

• The fourth step evaluation involved three primary components: (1) preparation of an independent study that 
identified the MN&S North design adjustment for further evaluation; (2) development and evaluation of 
Shallow Cut-and-Cover Tunnel design variations; and (3) identification of additional design adjustments 
reflected in a memorandum of understanding between the Council and the City of Minneapolis. 

In December 2013, as mandated by Governor Dayton, the Council commissioned an independent study to analyze 
and evaluate the potentially feasible alternatives for Southwest LRT, including freight rail operations. This study 
evaluated previously identified design alignments and considered new design adjustments that would meet the 
Project’s purpose and need. The results of the study were incorporated into the fourth step of the evaluation 
process discussed above. The independent study evaluated eight previously identified route options, two 
additional concepts developed by the Council, and one additional concept developed by the firm commissioned to 
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conduct the study. None of the design options were found to be satisfactory by TC&W from an operational or 
safety standpoint (refer to Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional information and Appendix D for how to 
access the independent study). In addition, abandonment and discontinuance of rail lines is governed by federal 
law (49 U.S.C. § 10903), and neither the FTA nor the Council have authority over freight rail service in the 
Kenilworth Corridor on a temporary or permanent basis. The TRA gives TC&W and CP the right to transport 
freight cargo over the Kenilworth Corridor, without restriction as to the type of freight cargo. In light of the broad 
statutory preemptions enacted by the US Congress in the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act of 
1995, 49 U.S.C. § 10501(b) and the Federal Rail Safety Act, 49 U.S.C. §§ 20101-20153, the Council, HCCRA, the City 
of Minneapolis, the State and FTA cannot compel TC&W to relocate their operations. The co-location alternative 
selected by the Council accordingly does not result in any change to current rail operations. See CSX Transp., Inc. 
v. Williams, 406 F.3d 667 (DC Cir. 2005). (An ordinance of the District of Columbia to restrict the movement of 
hazardous material train operations through the city was enjoined as an undue burden on commerce and 
accordingly preempted by federal law.) 

Based on the analysis, committee recommendations, and public comments received during the process, the 
Council adopted in April 2014 freight rail co-location and the Shallow LRT Tunnel – Over Kenilworth Lagoon 
alignment as part of the LPA. A Supplemental Draft EIS was developed to further evaluate the adjustments made 
to LRT 3A-1. Relative to the other options considered, the Shallow LRT Tunnel – Over Kenilworth Lagoon (i.e., LRT 
3A-1 – co-location) design adjustment would best balance costs, benefits, and environmental impacts, and best 
meet the Project’s Purpose and Need. See Section 8.2 for a description of the determination that the LPA with 
freight rail retained in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) would be the Project’s environmentally preferred 
alternative, rather than the LPA with the relocation of freight rail (LRT 3A).  

As a result of this design adjustment process, the USACE stated “The project scope as identified by the Council on 
April 9, 2014, which would retain existing freight rail service in the Kenilworth Corridor, is consistent with 
USACE’s comment letter from December 20, 2012, stating that LRT 3A-1, which would also have retained existing 
freight rail service in the Kenilworth Corridor, meets the USACE project purpose and has the least amount of 
impact to aquatic resources . . .” (page 5). LRT 3A-1 was advanced based on USACE’s identification of LRT 3A-1 as 
the LEDPA.  

In addition to the evaluation process described above, Minnesota Governor Mark Dayton requested that the 
Council review a range of lower cost transit options, including the No Build Alternative, Enhanced Bus, and Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternatives (see http://metrocouncil.org/getdoc/73777f40-2fd1-48c8-af49-
a62531e581c2/Presentation.aspx). In summary, the CMC reviewed the analysis of lower cost transit options and 
dismissed these alternatives as they do not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need. The prior evaluation of these 
alternatives is also documented in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, which provides the rationale for why the Enhanced 
Bus and BRT alternatives were previously dismissed from further study. 

In summary, with the changes made during the design adjustment process and in comparison to freight rail 
relocation (LRT 3A), freight rail co-location (LRT 3A-1) would: 

• result in less harm to Section 4(f) protected properties;  

• maintain regional freight rail connectivity; 

• minimize reconstruction of freight rail tracks and construction-related disruptions;  

• avoid diminishing the potential for transit oriented development around light rail stations located in the 
vicinity of freight rail tracks;  

• avoid the displacement of any residents or businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor due to project construction;  

• include bicycle and pedestrian improvements that would provide connections between light rail stations and 
their surrounding neighborhoods; and,  

• minimize the displacement of wetlands and satisfy the concerns of the USACE. 

http://metrocouncil.org/getdoc/73777f40-2fd1-48c8-af49-a62531e581c2/Presentation.aspx
http://metrocouncil.org/getdoc/73777f40-2fd1-48c8-af49-a62531e581c2/Presentation.aspx
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Based on the steps taken and process followed to identify LRT 3A-1 as the environmentally preferred alternative, 
the Final EIS does not include a detailed analysis on the impacts from the relocation of freight rail, as part of LRT 
3A, for the following environmental categories as identified in comment letters: 

• Land use 
• Economic activity, including property values and effects on businesses 
• Neighborhoods and community 
• Acquisitions and displacements 
• Cultural resources  
• Parks, recreation areas, and open spaces 
• Visual quality 
• Geology and groundwater resources 
• Surface water resources (i.e., wetlands, stormwater, and floodplains) 
• Ecosystems 
• Air quality and greenhouse gases 
• Noise  
• Vibration 
• Hazardous and contaminated materials 
• Electro-magnetic fields, Electro-magnetic interference and utilities 
• Energy 
• Cumulative Impacts 
• Transit 
• Roadways and traffic 
• Parking 
• Pedestrian and bicycle 
• Safety and security 
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D. Opposition to co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth 
Corridor 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 80 comments on the Draft EIS voicing 
opposition to the co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (i.e., LRT 3A-1). Those 
commenters included the following: MPRB, City of Minneapolis, businesses, community groups, non-profit 
organizations, and the general public. Several of the commenters stated their opposition to the co-location of 
freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (i.e., LRT 3A-1) and/or their support of the relocation of 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor or another alternative, such as LRT 
2C-1/2, without stating their reasons. Others provided one or several reasons supporting their position. The 
reasons cited for opposition to LRT 3A-1 and the co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth 
Corridor include the following (usually compared to LRT 3A, freight rail relocation): 

• That LRT 3A-1 (co-location) was not identified in the Draft EIS as the environmentally preferred 
alternative and that it does not meet various aspects of the Project’s Purpose and Need Statement  

• Impacts to parks and recreation areas in the vicinity of the Kenilworth Corridor, due to the greater right-
of-way needs to accommodate both freight rail and light rail in the same corridor 

• Impacts to the Kenilworth Trail that would parallel the proposed light rail alignment and impacts to other 
trails that intersect the Kenilworth Corridor, noting that right-of-way constraints and greater right-of-way 
needs could lead to substandard facilities, and specific concerns about bicycle and pedestrian safety and 
connections at West Lake Street 

• Traffic impacts (e.g., delay, congestion) associated with shared freight rail and light rail at-grade road 
crossings  

• The safety of continuing freight rail operations in the Kenilworth Corridor, especially co-located with light 
rail, including access points to parks and the potential for hazardous material spills  

• Conflicts with freight rail operations at the proposed Beltline and West Lake Street station areas that can 
limit development potential around those stations, especially transit oriented development  

• The potential for residential displacements, citing that the 60 residential displacements estimated to result 
from LRT 3A-1 adjacent to the Kenilworth Corridor, 57 townhome parcels and three single-family homes  

• The potential for a drop in the value of properties that are adjacent to the Kenilworth Corridor  

• Visual impacts within and near the Kenilworth Corridor, including greater adverse impacts to the “park-
like setting” of the corridor due to the extra width required to accommodate both freight rail and light rail 

• Increased noise impacts to surrounding land uses, including residences, trails, and parks, due to the 
additive and compounding impacts of freight rail and light rail trains, horns, and bells  

• Impacts to water resources, wildlife, and habitat within the Kenilworth Corridor 

• Past agreements were made with the expectation that the freight rail alignment within the Kenilworth 
Corridor would be temporary and that freight rail would be relocated from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur 
and the Kenilworth Corridor onto the TC&W Spur and Wayzata Subdivision when the Golden Auto 
National Lead site for hazardous materials was remediated (see also Appendix M, Master Response 6: 
Freight rail operations should not be considered an existing condition and should be excluded from the 
baseline data, for related information and Master Response 10: Rationale for incorporating freight rail co-
location into the Project)  

Response: The Final EIS describes the process the Council used to develop and evaluate design adjustments since 
completion of the Draft EIS, including potential freight rail modifications that were evaluated in the 
Supplemental Draft EIS. The Draft EIS evaluated two alternatives for incorporating freight rail modifications into 
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the LPA. Under LRT 3A, TC&W freight trains currently operating on a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and in the 
Kenilworth Corridor would be rerouted to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivisions. Under LRT 3A-1, TC&W 
freight trains would continue to operate in the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 
are also referred to in the Draft EIS as freight rail “relocation” and “co-location,” respectively. As noted in the 
Draft EIS and Supplemental Draft EIS, LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 would provide the same transit service, with 
differing freight rail options, therefore the LPA is incorporated within both LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1. 

After the close of the Draft EIS public comment period, the Council and FTA reviewed the comments received on 
the Draft EIS. Of note was the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) designation of LRT 3A-1 (co-location) as the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. The FTA and Council were required to consider the co-
location alternative in greater detail to satisfy the requirements under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The USACE is 
a cooperating agency under NEPA for the Project and must determine whether the Project complies with the CWA 
Section 404(b)(1) (Guidelines). The USACE stated “as proposed [in the Draft EIS] the chosen LPA, alternative LRT 
3A, would not qualify as the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative, which as proposed would be 
alternative LRT 3A-1 (co-location).”  

In addition, TC&W, the freight carrier operating on the existing freight rail line within the co-location segment of 
the Kenilworth Corridor, expressed concern that LRT 3A (freight rail relocation) would likely result in increased 
costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from shippers in greater Minnesota and result in operational issues 
related to track alignments, and therefore TC&W and its shippers were opposed to LRT 3A as presented in the 
Draft EIS.TC&W is a private freight rail operator with operating rights within the Kenilworth Corridor, granted 
by a Trackage Rights Agreement (TRA) executed in 1998. As described in Section 5 of the TRA, terminating or 
vacating the freight rail service along the Kenilworth Corridor requires agreements by either TC&W or the 
Canadian Pacific (Soo Line) or after a new connection between the current operating route of TC&W and the 
MN&S Spur becomes operational, or at such time other feasible alternative(s) satisfactory to TC&W become 
available and operational.  

Based on the comments received on the Draft EIS and through meetings with the public, businesses, 
municipalities, and other groups, the Council initiated a process to develop adjustments to the Project’s design. 
The design adjustment process included a four-step process to develop and evaluate adjustments to LRT 3A and 
LRT 3A-1 directly related to the following: (1) whether TC&W freight trains currently operating along the 
Kenilworth Corridor should be rerouted to sections of the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision; or (2) whether 
the TC&W freight trains should continue to operate along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor as they 
currently do.  

In October 2013, as directed by the Chair of the Metropolitan Council, in coordination with Minnesota Governor 
Mark Dayton, the Council commissioned an independent study to conduct a review of existing and potential 
freight rail relocation alternatives. The independent study evaluated eight previously identified route options, two 
additional concepts developed by the Council, and one additional concept developed by the firm commissioned to 
conduct the study. None of the design options were found to be satisfactory by TC&W from an operational or 
safety standpoint (refer to Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional information and Appendix D for how to 
access the independent study). The results of the study were incorporated into the fourth step of the evaluation 
process. In addition, abandonment and discontinuance of rail lines is governed by federal law (49 U.S.C. § 10903), 
and neither the FTA nor the Council have authority over freight rail service in the Kenilworth Corridor on a 
temporary or permanent basis. The TRA gives TC&W and CP the right to transport freight cargo over the 
Kenilworth Corridor, without restriction as to the type of freight cargo. In light of the broad statutory 
preemptions enacted by the US Congress in the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act of 1995, 49 
U.S.C. § 10501(b) and the Federal Rail Safety Act, 49 U.S. C. §§ 20101-20153, the Council, HCRRA, the City of 
Minneapolis, the State and FTA cannot compel TC&W to relocate their operations. The co-location alternative 
selected by the Council accordingly does not result in any change to current rail operations. See CSX Transp., Inc. 
v. Williams, 406 F.3d 667 (DC Cir. 2005). (An ordinance of the District of Columbia to restrict the movement of 
hazardous material train operations through the city was enjoined as an undue burden on commerce and 
accordingly preempted by federal law).   
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Based on the analysis, committee recommendations, and public comments received during the process, the 
Council adopted in April 2014 freight rail co-location and the Shallow LRT Tunnel – Over Kenilworth Lagoon (i.e., 
LRT 3A-1 – co-location) alignment as part of the LPA. A Supplemental Draft EIS was developed to further 
evaluate the adjustments made to LRT 3A-1. Relative to the other options considered, the Shallow LRT Tunnel – 
Over Kenilworth Lagoon design adjustment would best balance costs, benefits, and environmental impacts, and 
best meet the Project’s Purpose and Need. See Section 8.4 for a description of the determination that the LPA with 
freight rail retained in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) would be the Project’s environmentally preferred 
alternative, rather than the LPA with the relocation of freight rail (LRT 3A).  

As a result of this design adjustment process, the USACE stated “The project scope as identified by the Council on 
April 9, 2014, which would retain existing freight rail service in the Kenilworth Corridor, is consistent with 
USACE’s comment letter from December 20, 2012, stating that LRT 3A-1, which would also have retained existing 
freight rail service in the Kenilworth Corridor, meets the USACE project purpose and has the least amount of 
impact to aquatic resources . . .” (page 5). LRT 3A-1 was advanced based on USACE’s identification of LRT 3A-1 as 
the LEDPA.  

In addition to the evaluation process described above, Governor Dayton requested that the Council review a range 
of lower cost transit options, including the No Build Alternative, Enhanced Bus, and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Alternatives (see http://metrocouncil.org/getdoc/73777f40-2fd1-48c8-af49-a62531e581c2/Presentation.aspx). 
In summary, the CMC reviewed the analysis of lower cost transit options and dismissed these alternatives as they 
do not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need. The prior evaluation of these alternatives is also documented in 
Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, which provides the rationale for why the Enhanced Bus and BRT alternatives were 
previously dismissed from further study. 

In summary, with the changes made during the design adjustment process and in comparison to freight rail 
relocation (LRT 3A), freight rail co-location (LRT 3A-1) would: 

• result in less harm to Section 4(f) protected properties;  

• maintain regional freight rail connectivity; 

• minimize reconstruction of freight rail tracks and construction-related disruptions;  

• avoid diminishing the potential for transit oriented development around light rail stations located in the 
vicinity of freight rail tracks;  

• avoid the displacement of any residents or businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor due to Project construction;  

• include bicycle and pedestrian improvements that would provide connections between light rail stations and 
their surrounding neighborhoods; and,  

• minimize the displacement of wetlands and satisfy the concerns of the USACE. 

Regarding past agreements to relocate freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and the Kenilworth 
Corridor, this Project does not control the future disposition of freight rail operations within the Kenilworth 
Corridor. Freight rail service in the Kenilworth Corridor can only be terminated or vacated by the freight rail 
operators holding the trackage rights to operate in this segment—CP and TC&W. In addition, there are no public 
plans or policy documents stating the future removal of freight rail service in the Kenilworth Corridor. Freight 
rail has been in operation in the Kenilworth Corridor for nearly 20 years. Freight rail operations within the 
Kenilworth Corridor are subject to many factors, including Surface Transportation Board regulations that govern 
freight rail commerce and local, regional, and national market forces that effect freight rail operations and 
facility development, both of which are outside of the scope of influence of the Project. Furthermore, the 
permanency of freight rail operations in the Kenilworth Corridor is outside the scope of this Project. The Project is 
making minor infrastructure modifications to freight rail for very limited areas, mainly to facilitate the 
movement of light rail transit. As noted in Section 5 of the trackage rights agreement between CP/TC&W and 
Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority, terminating or vacating the freight rail service along the 
Kenilworth Corridor is to be decided by the freight rail operators at their discretion, whenever a feasible 
alternative route is made available for their operation. Neither the FTA nor the Council can facilitate freight rail 

http://metrocouncil.org/getdoc/73777f40-2fd1-48c8-af49-a62531e581c2/Presentation.aspx
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service in the Kenilworth Corridor on a temporary or permanent basis. Following are responses to commenter’s 
rationale for opposition to co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor: 
• Recreation and Historic Properties. FTA has determined that the Project will result in the least overall 

harm, in furtherance of the Section 4(f) statute’s preservation purpose. Further, FTA has determined that there 
is no reasonable and prudent alternative to the Project’s use of the Kenilworth Lagoon/GRHD and that all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the properties has occurred. Further, FTA, with written concurrence 
from the applicable officials with jurisdiction, has determined that the Project will result in Section 4(f) de 
minimis impacts to other properties in the vicinity of the Kenilworth Corridor, including the Kenilworth 
Channel/Lagoon, and those de minimis impacts will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes 
that qualify those properties for protection (see also Theme S, Concerns about Section 4(f) and Section 106 
Properties, and Master Response 4, Concern about inadequate evaluation of potential impacts to the Grand 
Rounds Historic district). 

• Trails and Pedestrian Crossing. The Project will maintain the Kenilworth Trail within the Kenilworth 
Corridor, as well as other trails connecting to and across the Kenilworth Corridor, with relatively minor 
changes to facilitate implementation of light rail in the corridor. The Project will maintain all current existing 
official trail connections in the Kenilworth Corridor (see also Theme P, Concerns about Transportation System 
Effects). Further, the Project will provide safe and convenient pedestrian crossings of freight rail tracks at the 
proposed Wooddale, Beltline, and 21st Street stations, including improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
(compared to the construction of a berm for the freight rail relocation alignment in St. Louis Park that would 
tend to divide a residential and commercial neighborhoods). The Council, City of Minneapolis, MPRB, and 
Hennepin County undertook the West Lake Multimodal Transportation Study, completed in February 2016. 
The goal of the study was to identify opportunities to address non-motorized and motorized travel within the 
West Lake LRT Station area with recommendations that can be implemented as a part of the construction of 
the Southwest LRT or as part of other capital initiatives. The study report includes Green Line Design 
Recommendations that will be constructed as part of the Project, including enhanced crosswalk markings at 
specific intersections, and wayfinding signage. In regard to the informal pedestrian crossings near the West 
Lake Station, and concerns that the Project will eliminate these crossings, the study recommends a formal 
crossing as a long-term recommendation (to be implemented separately from the Project). The Project 
includes a proposed pedestrian crossing at the west end of the West Lake Station, which will cross the 
eastbound LRT track only. Provisions are included in the design to permit a future crossing of the westbound 
LRT track and the freight track, if the full crossing is pursued in the future.  

• Traffic. As noted in Section 4.2.3, roadway and intersection improvements were incorporated into the Project 
to avoid new or worsened congested intersections, compared to the No Build Alternative in 2040, and the 
proposed improvements are reflected in the traffic operations analysis. These roadway and intersection 
improvements included in the Project are shown in Table E-2 and are illustrated in the Preliminary 
Engineering Plans (see Appendix E). For a detailed description of the traffic operations analysis for the Project, 
including a description of the location of traffic movements with queuing issues, refer to the PEC-West Traffic 
Memorandum (2015) and PEC-East Traffic Memorandum (2015). In summary, of the 75 intersections 
analyzed (which include intersections in the vicinity of the Kenilworth Corridor): 
- No intersections that would operate at LOS A to D under the No Build Alternative will operate at LOS E 

or F under the Project. 

- Three intersections that would operate at LOS E or F under the No Build Alternative will be improved to 
LOS A through D under the Project. 

- Six intersections that would operate at LOS E or F under the No Build Alternative will continue to operate 
at LOS E or F under the Project. 

• Freight Rail. The Project will provide for safe operation of freight rail and light rail within the Kenilworth 
Corridor, including the implementation of best management practices identified through a survey of other 
transit agencies that currently operate light rail co-located freight rail within their systems (see also Sections 
4.4 and 4.6 of the Final EIS, Theme Q, Concerns about Modifications to Freight Rail Infrastructure and Theme 
R, Concerns about Safety and Security in Appendix L.3, and Master Response 3, General concerns related to 
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safety and security for LRT construction and operations within close vicinity to freight in the Kenilworth 
Corridor, and Master Response 11, Safety concerns related to hazardous freight rail cargo within the 
Kenilworth Corridor, in Appendix M). The Project will help maintain efficient freight rail movements by 
replacing the Skunk Hollow switching wye with the Southerly Connector and modification to freight rail 
tracks, while avoiding adverse impacts to freight rail operations and economics (see also Theme Q, Concerns 
about Modifications to Freight Rail Infrastructure). 

• Station Area Development. The Project includes design refinements that will help avoid diminishing the 
potential for TOD around light rail stations in close proximity to freight rail tracks, including the “Swap” of 
light rail and freight rail in the Bass Lake Spur and the potential Beltline Station joint development project 
(see Section 2.1 and Chapter 10 of the Final EIS); 

• Displacements. Due to design refinements that occurred after publication of the Draft EIS, the Project will 
avoid the displacement of any residents and businesses in the Kenilworth Corridor, compared to the 
acquisition of approximately 12 residential, 18 commercial, and two institutional parcels in St. Louis Park that 
would have occurred with freight rail relocation (see Section 3.3 of the Final EIS). 

• Property Values. The Project will likely result in an overall increase in property values within the proposed 
light rail station areas, as well as increased and/or accelerated development within station areas, due to the 
improved transit assess to jobs and housing provided by the Project, with the exception of the 21st Station, due 
to its existing type and level of development (see also Theme M.2, Concerns about Social and Economic 
Impacts). 

• Visual. The Project will avoid and minimize visual quality impacts in the Kenilworth Corridor through 
incorporation of the proposed light rail tunnel between West Lake Street and the Kenilworth Lagoon, thus 
avoiding the light rail bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway as proposed in the Draft EIS and avoiding the 
substantial visual impacts in St. Louis Park that would have been associated with the potential freight rail 
berm that would have been needed to accommodate the relocation of freight rail from a portion of the Bass 
Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. Further, the Project will incorporate as appropriate the visual mitigation 
measures for the Kenilworth Corridor as described in Section 3.7 of the Final EIS. 

• Noise and Vibration. Section 3.12, Noise, of the Final EIS provides the noise analysis for the Project. The 
section documents severe and moderate noise impacts caused by the Project and identifies mitigation 
measures for the impacts, including noise impacts in the Kenilworth Corridor. The primary avoidance measure 
for noise impacts within the Kenilworth Corridor is the proposed shallow LRT tunnel. Implementation of the 
tunnel will avoid most noise impacts compared to an at-grade LRT alignment within the same segment of the 
corridor. Without the tunnel, the number of noise impacts would be greater. 

From Lake Citihomes to South Upton Avenue there will be 18 buildings with moderate noise impacts and one 
building with a severe noise impact without mitigation; with mitigation, there will be residual noise impacts 
(moderate) at five buildings (seven units at Lake Citihomes and four residences at Burnham Road North). The 
residences with residual moderate noise impacts do not meet the threshold for mitigation (e.g., impact does 
not meet 3-dB increase threshold) as defined by Council's Regional Transitway Guidelines (see Appendix D). 

Some of the noise impacts near 21st Street Station will be mitigated by the use of wayside bells instead of the 
routine sounding of train horns. For the residences not mitigated by the use of a wayside bell (one severe and 
four moderate impacts identified along Thomas Avenue South and Burnham Road North), interior noise 
testing will be conducted to determine if the residences meet the interior noise level criteria (defined in 
Appendix K). Based on the results, the Council will identify the noise mitigation to be implemented for the 
residences. If the interior noise level exceeds the criteria set in the Council’s Regional Transitway Guidelines 
(Appendix D), the Council will work with property owners on applicable mitigation. This could include 
implementation of sound insulation, which would require approval by the property owner(s).   

• Wetlands, Wildlife, and Habitat. The Project, including co-location of freight rail and light rail in the 
Kenilworth Corridor, will permanently displace approximately six fewer acres of wetland compared to LRT 3A 
(relocation) and none of the Project’s wetland displacements will be within the Kenilworth Corridor. Through 
the implementation of identified best management practices, the Project is not expected to have an adverse 
effect on state or federally protected species, including federally listed threatened and endangered species, 
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bald or golden eagles, or migratory birds. While the Project will result in the removal of habitat within the 
Kenilworth Corridor, the impacts have been avoided or minimized as appropriate at various locations through 
the design adjustment process, including shifting and/or elevating the transitway alignment and associated 
civil improvements, and using retaining walls and ballast curbs. The Council will also continue to work with 
the Kenilworth Landscape Design Committee, established in May 2015. The purpose of this committee is, in 
part, to help ensure that landscape design will restore the natural setting, while incorporating the regional 
trail system, light rail, and freight rail. This group focuses on landscape design in the Kenilworth Corridor from 
West Lake Station to Penn Avenue Station. Furthermore, the Council retained a landscape design consultant to 
prepare a landscape design study for the Kenilworth Corridor, which will be implemented into the Project. See 
Section 9.2 of the Final EIS for additional detail on this committee. To avoid habitat fragmentation in the 
Regional Ecological Corridor in the Kenilworth Corridor, appropriately sized and spaced openings will be 
provided in the permanent safety/security barriers (fences) in the area located approximately between 21st 
Street Station and Penn Station, to help maintain connectivity of terrestrial habitat and allow movement of 
terrestrial species, primarily small mammals (see also Section 3.10 of the Final EIS). 

• Past agreements. See Appendix M, Master Response 6: Freight rail operations should not be considered an 
existing condition and should be excluded from the baseline data, for related information.  
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E. Concerns about LRT within the Kenilworth Corridor  

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 150 comment letters related to concerns 
about placement of LRT within the Kenilworth Corridor. The comments are addressed below and are organized 
according to 10 categories: 

• Community cohesion and land use;  

• Impacts to parklands, Kenilworth Trail, Cedar Lake Trail, greenspace, Section 4(f) properties, Section 6(f) 
properties, and historic properties;  

• Impacts to the water system;  

• Noise, vibration, visual quality, and privacy impacts;  

• Hazardous and contaminated materials;  

• Health impacts near electromagnetic fields and overhead catenary wires;  

• Continuation of trails near LRT crossings and trail safety;  

• Various impacts associated with the proposed light rail bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway;  

• Safety and security; and  

• Other concerns.  

Those commenters included the cities of Minneapolis and St. Louis Park, MPRB, businesses, community groups, 
non-profit organizations, and the general public. MPRB comments about impacts to Section 4(f) properties, 
parklands, trails, and opposition to the co-location alternative presented in the Draft EIS are responded to under 
Themes S, N, P and D, respectively.  

Commenters had a wide range of concerns specific to the Kenilworth Corridor that are addressed throughout this 
section. Commenters stated preferences for other alignments or alternatives, including tunnels, trenches, and routing 
the proposed light rail alignment along the Midtown Greenway or another route through Minneapolis. The City of St. 
Louis Park stated that relocating the Kenilworth Trail to make room for co-locating freight rail and light rail in the 
Kenilworth Corridor should be evaluated. Other commenters asserted that the Draft EIS underestimated impacts, that 
additional analysis was needed to identify impacts including impacts on quality of life, that additional analysis was 
needed to identify mitigation measures, and that the environmental impact evaluation should focus more on the 
Kenilworth Corridor.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures into the Project.  

In particular, the design adjustments and freight rail modifications incorporated into the Project will result in the 
co-location of light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation 
of existing freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The Final EIS 
analysis is based on the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final 
EIS, which incorporates design adjustments and freight rail modifications made since publication of the Draft EIS. 
Specifically within the Kenilworth Corridor, a shallow light rail tunnel will be constructed between West Lake 
Street and south of the Kenilworth Lagoon. With the shallow tunnel, light rail vehicles will go under Cedar Lake 
Parkway; therefore, an LRT bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway is no longer needed. Freight rail operations will 
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remain at-grade across Cedar Lake Parkway. The alternative selection process and design adjustment process are 
documented in Chapter 2 and Appendix F in the Final EIS. 

Planning for the Project considered several route options within Minneapolis other than the Kenilworth Corridor. 
Two of these options (3C-1 and 3C-2) called for routing LRT along the Midtown Greenway (29th Street) and 
Nicollet Avenue. Section 2.2 of the Final EIS describes the decision-making process leading up to the Final EIS, 
including the Alternatives Analysis, Draft EIS, and Supplemental Draft EIS. Theme G in this appendix documents 
responses to comments received concerning other alternatives and alignments.  

In Chapters 3, 4, and 6, the Final EIS evaluates impacts to environmental resources, the transportation system, 
and Section 4(f) properties, respectively, along the length of the proposed light rail alignment, including the 
Kenilworth Corridor. Those chapters also discuss mitigation measures to address unavoidable adverse impacts. 
See the subthemes below for responses to comments received about specific environmental resources, 
transportation system, and Section 4(f) properties within the Kenilworth Corridor.  

E.1 Community cohesion and land use  
Summary of Comments: Commenters, including community groups, businesses, and the general public, 
stated concerns about impacts on neighborhoods in the Kenilworth Corridor due to the frequency of LRT 
operations, compared to the existing frequency of freight trains, as well as the construction of LRT track 
infrastructure. These concerns included community cohesion and a lack of official or unofficial access points 
or routes to and across the Kenilworth Corridor. Commenters also stated concerns about impacts to the 
community in the form of future development, zoning, and land use changes caused by locating West Lake 
Station, 21st Street Station, and Penn Station in the corridor.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued development of designs for bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 
additional analysis of impacts to neighborhoods and community facilities along the proposed LRT alignment, 
additional analysis of land use in the vicinity of the Project, and additional analysis of the Project’s compatibility 
with adopted official community plans and policies. 

Table 3.3-16 in the Final EIS lists impacts to community cohesion for each neighborhood along the LRT 
alignment, including those in the Kenilworth Corridor. The Project will include the operation of approximately 
220 trains per day through the Kenilworth Corridor, but will not create a new physical barrier. All existing 
connections crossing the Kenilworth Corridor will be maintained and will include safety features and treatments 
that will maintain or improve safety, such as flashing lights and vehicle gates (refer to Section 4.6.3 for more 
information on safety for at-grade crossings). Unauthorized paths across existing freight rail tracks will be 
blocked by fencing included as part of Project safety features separating trail users from the adjacent freight or 
light rail alignments, with openings at officially designated crossings across the freight and/or light rail 
alignments (e.g., at-grade roadway intersections) (see Appendix E).  

New and reconstructed pedestrian and bicycle facilities, curb ramps, and intersections will be compliant with the 
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. At the West Lake Station, there will be a net loss of 80 on-
street parking spaces; however, there will be adequate parking supply to meet the needs of existing land uses.  

As shown in Table 4.6-1, 15 new LRT crossings, at-grade with existing roadways, will be introduced as part of the 
Project. Light rail vehicles will also sound horns or bells when entering a station and when approaching at-grade 
roadway crossings, except in locations where a quiet zone is implemented. In these locations, additional safety 
measures (e.g., non-traversable medians) will be installed in accordance with the Quiet Zone Final Rule (49 CFR 
Part 222). 

At-grade light rail crossings of sidewalks and multiuse trails have been designed based on the Metro Light Rail 
Transit Design Criteria (Council, 2015) and will include flashing light signals with an audible warning to notify 
pedestrians of a train’s arrival and detectable warnings and signs. 

The Council, City of Minneapolis, MPRB, and Hennepin County completed the West Lake Multimodal 
Transportation Study in February 2016. The goal of the study was to identify opportunities to address non-
motorized and motorized travel within the West Lake LRT Station area with projects that can be implemented as 
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a part of the construction of the Southwest LRT Project or as part of other capital initiatives. The study report 
includes Green Line Design Recommendations that will be constructed as part of the Project, including enhanced 
crosswalk markings at specific intersections, and wayfinding signage. In regard to the informal pedestrian 
crossings near the West Lake Station, and concerns that the Project will eliminate these crossings, the West Lake 
Multimodal Transportation Study recommends a formal crossing as a long-term recommendation (to be 
implemented separately after the Project opens). The study includes a proposed pedestrian crossing at the west 
end of the West Lake Station which will cross the eastbound LRT track only. Provisions are included in the design 
of the Project to permit a future crossing of the westbound LRT track and the freight track, if the full crossing is 
pursued in the future. The Project includes conduit for future active warning devices and minimal ballast curb 
between freight and LRT tracks to accommodate a future pedestrian walk.  

As noted in both the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the Project will likely increase and/or accelerate development and 
redevelopment around proposed light rail stations, except in the area around the proposed 21st Street Station 
where future development potential is limited by the existing type and level of development in the area. 
Development and redevelopment are regulated by the affected local agencies and are driven by regional and local 
economic conditions, within limits allowed by local comprehensive plans. The assessment of the potential for 
increased development or redevelopment around proposed light rail stations is based on the Southwest Corridor 
Investment Framework (Hennepin County, 2013).  

See the following sections in the Final EIS for additional information: Section 3.1, Land Use; Section 3.3, 
Neighborhood and Community; and Section 4.5, Pedestrian and Bicycle. The Final EIS also includes updated 
Preliminary Engineering Plans in Appendix E. For responses to comments about neighborhoods and community, 
land use, and access that are not specific to Kenilworth Corridor, please see Themes M and P in this appendix.  

E.2 Impacts to parklands, Kenilworth Trail, Cedar Lake Trail, greenspace, Section 4(f) 
properties, Section 6(f) properties, and historic resources  
Summary of Comments: The City of Minneapolis and several other commenters stated concerns about 
impacts to the Kenilworth Trail, which traverses the Kenilworth Corridor, and the Cedar Lake Trail, which 
crosses the north end of the Kenilworth Corridor. The City of Minneapolis also commented that affected trails 
need to be replaced as required to standards (trail width, trail thickness, wayfinding, etc.) defined in AASHTO 
Guidelines, MnDOT Guidelines, and Minneapolis Bicycle Design Guidelines with minimal interruption to trail 
use during construction. The City of St. Louis Park questioned the Draft EIS’s finding that impacts to Cedar 
Lake Park constituted a 4(f) use. Commenters expressed various concerns that a decline in quality of trail 
experience could lead to a drop in trail users and were also concerned about reductions in trail access and 
safety. Commenters also had various concerns about the need for additional analysis of impacts to parklands, 
greenspace, historic properties, Section 4(f) properties, and Section 6(f) properties within the Kenilworth 
Corridor and measures to mitigate those impacts. Additionally, commenters stated concerns that the Project 
would block unofficial trails into Cedar Lake Park.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including analysis of impacts to the Kenilworth Trail, parklands, greenspace, Section 
4(f) properties, Section 6(f) properties, and historic properties; and the development of the Final Section 4(f) 
Evaluation, Section 106 Assessment of Effects for Historic Properties; and the Section 106 Memorandum of 
Agreement, which identifies avoidance and mitigation measures for historic properties. Additionally, the Council 
advanced the design of the Project and identified approaches to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to the 
above-mentioned resources.  

The design of the Project has been adjusted since the publication of the Draft EIS, including identification of 
freight rail modifications incorporated into the Project that will allow for the continuation of freight rail service 
in the Kenilworth Corridor ( LRT 3A-1, co-location). Historic properties and districts located within the 
Kenilworth Corridor are described in Appendix H of the Final EIS. It is important to note that the “Kenilworth 
Corridor” is not a historic or federally protected property unto itself, but rather is a geographical area reference 
that contains portions of Section 106 historic and Section 4(f) properties (e.g., Kenilworth Lagoon and Cedar Lake 
Parkway). The Final EIS also includes updated Preliminary Engineering Plans in Appendix E. For responses to 
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comments about trails, parklands, greenspace, Section 106 Properties, and Section 4(f) properties that are not 
specific to Kenilworth Corridor, please see Themes P, N, and S in this appendix.  

Kenilworth Trail and Cedar Lake Trail  

The Project will be within a shallow tunnel between West Lake Street and south of the Kenilworth Lagoon, which 
will minimize long-term impacts in the Kenilworth Corridor, including to the Kenilworth Trail. The Kenilworth 
Trail will be reconstructed parallel to its existing alignment, and the Cedar Lake Trail will be reconstructed to 
cross the existing freight rail alignment and the proposed LRT alignment at-grade, just west of the proposed Penn 
Station (the trail currently crosses the freight rail alignment at-grade at that location). Trails will be maintained 
on detour routes within the corridor or on roadways surrounding the trails in specific locations during 
construction. The roadways in this area are predominantly low-speed, low-volume residential roads with 
sidewalks. A portion of the Kenilworth Trail between Burnham Road Bridge and Penn Station will be 
reconstructed at a reduced width. The reduced width will not affect operation of the trail and is compliant with 
Draft EIS comments received from the City of Minneapolis and MPRB with respect to minimum trail widths. The 
trails are not considered a noise-sensitive land use under FTA criteria. Six viewpoints within the Kenilworth 
Corridor were studied as part of the Final EIS assessment of visual impacts. Section 3.7.4 of the Final EIS 
documents the level of visual impact anticipated at each viewpoint. For the viewpoints within the Kenilworth 
Corridor, these impacts ranged from low to substantial. See also Section 4.5, Pedestrian and Bicycle, for 
additional information. 

Parklands and Greenspace 

The Project will not have long-term adverse effects on the recreational features of Cedar Lake Park and the 
Kenilworth Lagoon/Channel. Construction-related disturbances will occur at the Kenilworth Lagoon/Channel 
and Cedar Lake Park; however, areas and features within these properties that are altered or disturbed due to 
construction activities will be restored to existing condition or better in coordination with MPRB. The Project also 
includes landscape design in the Kenilworth Corridor that preserves and builds upon the natural character of the 
Kenilworth Corridor where applicable and appropriate. See Section 3.6, Parklands, Recreation Areas, and Open 
Spaces for additional information. 

Section 4(f) Properties  

For the Section 4(f) process and properties, FTA and the Council coordinated with applicable jurisdictions with 
ownership of Section 4(f) properties, including MPRB and MnHPO. The Final EIS includes the Project’s Final 
Section 4(f) Evaluation (see Chapter 6), which considers if the Project has a temporary or permanent use of 
qualifying publicly owned and publicly accessible parks and recreation areas, historic resources (independent of 
ownership), and publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuges protected under Section 4(f). The assessment of 
constructive use takes into account “proximity impacts,” such as noise, vibration, visual, and access impacts, and 
uses analysis results taken from applicable Final EIS discipline area sections.  

Please refer to Chapter 6 for the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation and Theme S in this appendix for responses to 
comments on the Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

Section 6(f) Properties  

Under the Project, no long-term right-of-way will be acquired from Section 6(f) resources within the parks, 
recreation areas, and open spaces study area. Therefore, no properties planned, developed, or improved with 
funds from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 will be converted by the Project to non-outdoor 
recreation use, and this issue is not discussed further in this Final EIS (see Section 6(f) Technical Memorandum 
listed in Appendix C of the Final EIS). 

Historic Properties  

FTA and the Council advanced the Project’s Section 106 process to determine the Project’s effects on historic 
properties and resolve any adverse effects. As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities that 
occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed. 
Note that in all cases, Section 106 determinations in the Draft EIS were characterized as potential or preliminary 
and that within the Final EIS, those Section 106 determinations are final, including MnHPO’s written concurrence. 
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Note that there were potential Section 106 determinations of effect in the Draft EIS for properties that would 
have been affected by alternatives other than LRT 3A-1 (co-location) that are not affected by the Project. See 
Section 3.5 and Appendix H of the Final EIS for the assessment completed for historic properties and Theme S of 
this appendix for a description of changes that have occurred since the Draft EIS.  

E.3 Impacts to the water system  
Summary of Comments: Commenters, including community groups and the general public, stated concerns 
about water resources within or near the Kenilworth Corridor, including surface water resources, 
groundwater resources, and stormwater management.  

Response:  For a response to this topic, refer to Appendix M, Master Response 17: Concern over impacts to 
groundwater and surface water in the Kenilworth Corridor. For responses to comments about water resources, 
that are not specific to Kenilworth Corridor, please see Theme N in this appendix.  

E.4 Noise, vibration, visual, and privacy impacts  
Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concerns about impacts due to living in close proximity to the 
Project within the Kenilworth Corridor. These comments covered the following topics: noise and vibration, 
visual impacts to the natural setting of the area, visual impacts caused by placements of TPSS, light pollution, 
and reduction in property values.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including evaluations of noise, vibration, and visual quality impacts, advanced the 
design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

See Theme S for a description of changes in the Section 4(f) evaluation that have occurred since the Draft EIS. See 
Theme N1 for responses to comments about parks, recreation areas, and open spaces.  

Noise and Vibration 

Section 3.12, Noise, of the Final EIS provides the noise analysis for the Project. The section documents severe and 
moderate noise impacts caused by the Project and identifies mitigation measures for the impacts, including noise 
impacts in the Kenilworth Corridor. The primary avoidance measure for noise impacts within the Kenilworth 
Corridor is the proposed shallow LRT tunnel. Implementation of the tunnel will avoid most noise impacts 
compared to an at-grade LRT alignment within the same segment of the corridor. Without the tunnel, the number 
of noise impacts would be greater. 

From Lake Citihomes to South Upton Avenue there will be 18 buildings with moderate noise impacts and one 
building with a severe noise impact without mitigation; with mitigation, there will be residual noise impacts 
(moderate) at five buildings (seven units at Lake Citihomes and four residences at Burnham Road North). The 
residences with residual moderate noise impacts do not meet the threshold for mitigation (e.g., impact does not 
meet 3-dB increase threshold) as defined by Council's Regional Transitway Guidelines (see Appendix D). 

Some of the noise impacts near 21st Street Station will be mitigated by the use of wayside bells instead of the 
routine sounding of train horns. For the residences not mitigated by the use of a wayside bell (one severe and four 
moderate impacts identified along Thomas Avenue South and Burnham Road North), interior noise testing will be 
conducted to determine if the residences meet the interior noise level criteria (defined in Appendix K). Based on 
the results, the Council will identify the noise mitigation to be implemented for the residences. If the interior noise 
level exceeds the criteria set in the Council’s Regional Transitway Guidelines (Appendix D), the Council will work 
with property owners on applicable mitigation. This could include implementation of sound insulation, which 
would require approval by the property owner(s).  

The assessment at the Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon indicated a moderate noise impact to the channel, but not to 
the banks of the lagoon which are located further from the tracks. Mitigation recommended at this location is a 
low height noise barrier (parapet wall) on the bridge and rail dampers on the tracks to minimize the noise. While 
the banks of the lagoon were not identified as impacts, the mitigation for the channel on the bridge would reduce 
the noise levels at the banks as well. See Section 3.12 and Appendix K of the Final EIS for a completing listing of 
noise impacts and mitigation measures. 
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The Project will result in no long-term vibration impacts for residential land uses; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are warranted for long-term direct or indirect impacts from vibration. The slab for the shallow LRT 
tunnel in the Kenilworth Corridor eliminates the long-term vibration impacts, relative to an LRT tunnel system 
with no slab in the same segment of the corridor. There are ground-borne noise impacts in the shallow LRT tunnel 
area in the Kenilworth Corridor, which will be fully mitigated by implementing the use of highly resilient rail 
fasteners in the Kenilworth Corridor tunnel section (approximately 2,200 feet). See Section 3.13 and Appendix K 
in the Final EIS for additional information on the evaluation of vibration. 

See Theme O for responses to comments about noise and vibration methodology, impacts, and mitigation 
measures not specific to the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Visual Quality  

For the viewpoints within the Kenilworth Corridor, impacts ranged from low to substantial. Viewpoints 5 and 6, 
included in the Supplemental Draft EIS, are renumbered to 16 and 18, respectively, in the Final EIS. Further, an 
additional viewpoint from the Burnham Road Bridge looking southeast down the channel toward the Kenilworth 
Corridor bridges was added to the analysis—viewpoint 17. The level of impact remains the same for viewpoints 
16 and 18 (low level of impact), however, there will be a substantial level of impact at viewpoint 17 as 
construction of the new bridges will require noticeable clearing of trees and other vegetation on the west side of 
the right-of-way. 

The visual quality evaluation for the area north of the Kenilworth Channel (viewpoint 18 – looking toward the 
21st Street Station) concluded that the level of visual impact will be low. Removal of trees is a contributing factor 
in the visual assessment for this area. The visual evaluation found that the removal of trees will slightly decrease 
the vividness of the view. However, the addition of street trees, the widened sidewalk, and the plantings at the 
21st Street Station area will make a positive contribution. For a more detailed explanation of the rationale for 
this conclusion, refer to the “Concern over visual impacts at 21st Street Station” in Master Response 16: Concerns 
related to 21st Street Station and related impacts in Appendix M.  

These findings are based on FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (FHWA, 1988). The method 
was designed to provide a systematic and objective approach to evaluation of the visual changes. The FHWA 
methodology is well established and widely accepted for the assessment of visual impacts and is well suited to 
assess the visual impacts of linear transportation facilities in urban areas. The assessment for the Project was 
based on visual assessment of the Project corridor, completed through site visits, analysis of existing conditions, 
and an evaluation of visual change. All viewpoint sites were visited and the corresponding views were 
photographed to document the existing views. This field work, review of the photographs, and the subsequent 
coordination/consultation process with the Project team provided a basis for understanding the typical visual 
issues for each visual assessment area. Computer modeling and rendering techniques were then used to produce 
simulated images of the with-Project conditions for the viewpoints evaluation (see Appendix J). These visual 
simulations provided the basis for the assessment of visual change. 

Within the Kenilworth Corridor, the Council developed a landscape design that preserves and builds upon the 
natural character of the corridor, where applicable and appropriate. The Council will also continue to work with 
the Kenilworth Landscape Design Committee, established in May 2015. The purpose of this committee is, in part, 
to help ensure that landscape design will restore the natural setting while incorporating the regional trail system, 
light rail, and freight rail. This group focuses on landscape design in the Kenilworth Corridor from West Lake 
Station to Penn Avenue Station. Furthermore, the Council retained a landscape design consultant to prepare a 
landscape design study for the Kenilworth Corridor, which will be implemented into the Project. See Section 9.2 of 
the Final EIS for additional information on this committee. 

At West Lake Station and 21st Street Station the impacts of the new lighting will be attenuated by use of lighting 
fixtures with shielding that directs the light to the areas where it is required, and which minimize light spill and 
glare effects. Project-related overhead lighting will be installed only at stations and the parking lots associated 
with them, as well as at TPSS sites. No nighttime lighting will be installed along the right-of-way between 
stations. Additionally, the headlights on the fronts of the light rail vehicles have focused beams that direct the 



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-26 
 May 2016 

light downward onto the track straight ahead and do not project light out into the surrounding environment; 
therefore, the impacts of light from vehicles will be minor.  

See Section 3.7 in the Final EIS for additional information on the visual quality impact assessment and mitigation 
measures for the Project. For responses to comments about visual quality, that are not specific to Kenilworth 
Corridor please see Theme N in this appendix.  

Property Values 

See Theme M2 for response to comments about decreased property value impacts. 

E.5 Hazardous and contaminated materials  
Summary of Comments: Commenters stated that existing hazardous and contaminated materials must be 
dealt with appropriately. Commenters also stated concerns about the creosote-treated pylons used at the 
existing crossing of the Kenilworth Channel.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including completion of Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and 
development of Response Action Plans (RAPs), advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts.  

The Kenilworth Corridor was evaluated as part of the Phase I and Phase II ESAs conducted for the Project. The 
Phase I ESA identified one site within the vicinity of the proposed shallow tunnel and one site within the vicinity of 
the Cedar Lake Junction where there is a risk of encountering hazardous and contaminated materials. As part of a 
Phase II ESA, these sites were tested and the extent of the existing contamination was verified. The Kenilworth 
Corridor is addressed in a Response Action Plan (RAP) developed for the Project (Southwest Light Rail Transit 
East Segment, November 2015). The Council will conduct site remediation in accordance with the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Brownfield Program regulatory framework and the approved RAP.  

Regulated waste assessments were completed for existing bridge structures that will be modified or demolished 
as part of the Project. The purpose of the work is to assess the presence and quantity of asbestos and regulated 
waste at the seven bridges and two pier protection locations along the Southwest LRT alignment. The effort 
included documenting and sampling suspect regulated waste, including asbestos, lead-based paint, 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing caulk, and mercury-containing light bulbs and ballasts. Potentially 
hazardous materials will be handled and managed in compliance with all applicable regulatory standards and 
will be disposed of in accordance with the Hazardous Materials Abatement Plans for in-place 
hazardous/regulated materials and the RAP/CCP for hazardous/regulated materials in the site soils. The 
creosote-treated pylons at the existing bridges over the Kenilworth Channel will be removed above grade and 
disposed of properly. The remainder located below grade will be left in place when the bridges are replaced. The 
demolition and civil engineering specifications address the regulated waste and specify that it be managed in 
accordance with federal and state laws.  

For additional information see Section 3.14, Hazardous and Contaminated Materials, in the Final EIS. The Final 
EIS also includes updated preliminary engineering plans in Appendix E. For responses to comments about 
hazardous and contaminated materials, that are not specific to Kenilworth Corridor, please see Theme N in this 
appendix.  

E.6 Health impacts near electromagnetic fields and overhead catenary wires  
Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concern about the health impacts of living near the 
electromagnetic field and overhead catenary wire associated with the Project in the Kenilworth Corridor. 
Commenters also stated concerns about impacts to migratory birds that come into contact with the catenary 
wires.  

Response:  The Final EIS includes an analysis of electromagnetic fields and electromagnetic interference 
associated with the Project. Based on this analysis, there are no health impacts related to exposure to magnetic 
fields to people riding the LRT, in buildings adjacent to the light rail alignment, or outdoors within the vicinity of 
the LRT.  
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In addition, the Project is not expected to have an impact on birds. The death of birds by electrocution is not likely 
because a bird that lands on the electrified catenary wire system would need to touch another wire or something 
that is grounded in order to complete the circuit and become electrocuted.  

See the following sections in the Final EIS for additional information: Section 3.10, Threatened and Endangered 
Species, Habitat, and Migratory Birds and Section 3.15, Electromagnetic Fields, Electromagnetic Interference, and 
Utilities. For responses to comments about electromagnetic fields and electromagnetic interference that are not 
specific to Kenilworth Corridor please see Theme N in this appendix.  

E.7 Continuation of trails near LRT crossings and trail safety 
Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concerns about continuation of trail connectivity and access to 
trails within the Kenilworth Corridor, including the continuation of the unauthorized connections across 
existing freight rail tracks. Commenters also stated safety concerns about trails and LRT operating in close 
proximity to one another and where trails cross roads and LRT tracks.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued development of design for bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 
identifying design features and measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate safety and connectivity impacts.  

The Council will maintain existing public bicycle and pedestrian connections within the Kenilworth Corridor and 
the Project will include safety features and treatments that will maintain or improve safety at locations where 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities cross the light rail alignment at-grade (refer to Section 4.6.3 for more 
information on safety for at-grade crossings). The locations of reconfigured existing trails and sidewalks, as well 
as proposed new facilities are shown in Appendix E of the Final EIS. Subtheme E1 above provides additional 
information on unauthorized paths across existing freight rail tracks. Subtheme E1 also discusses a potential 
future crossing of freight rail and light rail at West Lake Station.  

All trails will be reconstructed at their current width, except one portion of the Kenilworth Trail between 
Burnham Road Bridge and Penn Station, which will be reconstructed with a reduced width. The reduced width 
will not impact operations of the trail and is compliant with Draft EIS comments received from the City of 
Minneapolis and MPRB with respect to minimum trail widths. During construction, some trails and sidewalks may 
be detoured either on a signed route on other trails/roadways or on a temporary facility built to re-route 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic around an obstruction.  

For additional information about pedestrian and bicycle trail safety and LRT crossings, see Section 4.5, 
Pedestrian and Bicycle and Section 4.6, Safety and Security in the Final EIS. The Final EIS also includes updated 
preliminary engineering plans in Appendix E. For responses to comments about trails and safety that are not 
specific to Kenilworth Corridor please see Themes P and R in this appendix.  

E.8 Impacts associated with the proposed LRT bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway 
Summary of Comments: The City of Minneapolis, MPRB, and other commenters stated concerns about an 
LRT bridge over the Cedar Lake Parkway. Comments included concerns about visual and noise impacts, 
impacts to Section 4(f) properties and historic resources, impacts to trails or trail connections, impacts to 
Burnham Road, suggestions of alignment alternatives such as a trench or tunnel, and requests to study 
alternatives other than the proposed LRT bridge. In addition to opposing the LRT bridge over Cedar Lake 
Parkway many commenters also opposed the possibility of an at-grade crossing citing traffic and safety 
concerns.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period in December 2012, 
the Council developed and evaluated design adjustments, including potential freight rail modifications that were 
evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS. This design adjustment process resulted in the incorporation of a 
shallow light rail tunnel between West Lake Street and south of the Kenilworth Lagoon into the design of the 
Project. With the shallow LRT tunnel, light rail vehicles will operate under Cedar Lake Parkway; therefore, an 
LRT bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway is no longer needed and associated impacts are avoided. Freight rail 
operations will remain at-grade across Cedar Lake Parkway.  
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E.9 Safety and security  
Summary of Comments: Concerns raised by commenters included trail safety, safety at parks, emergency 
response and coordination with emergency responders, and derailment. MPRB commented on the safety of 
trails and at parks adjacent to the Project that are under its jurisdiction, including the Cedar Lake Regional 
LRT Trail, the Kenilworth Trail, Cedar Lake Park, Cedar Lake Parkway, and Park Siding Park. MPRB also 
commented on concern over ice and debris falling from bridges over the Kenilworth Channel, noting the 
Channel is used year round. Additionally, MPRB stated that the Minneapolis Park Board Police should be 
included in the references to police agencies in the corridor. Other commenters stated concerns about safety 
and security at LRT facilities and around the Project.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including advancing the design of the Project and identifying design features to 
address safety and security concerns raised by commenters and measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
impacts.  

Please see subtheme E7 above for a description of trail safety measures included in the design of the Project. Also 
see Master Response 3, General concerns related to safety and security for LRT construction and operations 
within close vicinity to freight in the Kenilworth Corridor, in Appendix M for additional information.  

For additional information see Section 4.6, Safety and Security, of the Final EIS. This section addresses safety and 
security including the design criteria, design of safety features, the Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP), 
operations and maintenance safety, and coordination with emergency response providers. Minneapolis Park 
Board Police are included in the analysis in Section 4.6, Safety and Security, in the Final EIS. See Theme R in this 
appendix for other response to comments about safety and security not specific to the Kenilworth Corridor. 

E.10 Other concerns  
Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concerns specific to the Kenilworth Corridor on a variety of 
other topics. These topics included traffic impacts, park-and-ride lots and parking impacts, ridership, property 
acquisitions, impacts to threatened and endangered species, wildlife, habitat, and migratory birds, as well as 
air pollution, cumulative impacts, construction impacts, and access to stations. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including advancing the design of the Project, and identifying measures to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate impacts. The following discussion by topic area responds to comments received on these 
concerns within the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Traffic, Parking, and Park-and-Ride Lots 

The design adjustment process resulted in a shallow LRT tunnel between West Lake Street and south of the 
Kenilworth Lagoon. With the shallow tunnel, light rail vehicles will operate under Cedar Lake Parkway. As a 
result, the Project is not expected to have an impact on traffic operations along Cedar Lake Parkway. Design 
adjustments also included the removal of previously proposed park-and-ride lots from LRT stations located in the 
City of Minneapolis.  

While spillover parking could occur at stations where there are no park-and-ride lots planned, spillover parking is 
not expected to occur at 21st Street Station, as the cumulative (i.e., Project-wide) supply of park-and-ride lot 
spaces will meet and exceed the forecasted demand for park-and-ride lot parking spaces in the Project’s opening 
year (2020). The travel demand forecasts show a deficit of approximately 650 park-and-ride spaces in the 
Project’s forecast year (2040), but this forecast deficit is predominantly concentrated at the proposed SouthWest 
and Beltline Stations, and is not anticipated to affect 21st Street Station (see Section 4.3.3.1 of the Final EIS for 
more information on the travel demand forecasts for park-and-ride lots and Section 4.3.3.2 for more information 
on spillover parking). Spillover parking impacts can also be curbed by local jurisdictions and residents 
implementing a “residents parking” permit program, which would allow unlimited parking for residents and 
visitors of residents.  
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In order to mitigate potential unauthorized use of on-street and/or off-street parking, the Council will complete a 
Regional Park-and-Ride System Report on an annual basis. As part of this effort, the Council and Metro Transit 
will collaborate with regional transit partners, local governments, and the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation to conduct an annual regional park-and-ride survey, that tracks facility use and emerging travel 
patterns by park-and-ride users across the region to identify the appropriate mitigation, as needed and where 
feasible. The results of this survey will be published in an annual report. See Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for 
additional information on the traffic and parking analysis and mitigation measures. See Theme I.1 for additional 
response to comments about park-and-ride lots and spillover parking.  

Ridership 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, the travel demand forecasting for the Project has been updated to a 2040 
forecast year based on the adopted 2040 TPP. For additional information about projected ridership, see Section 
4.1, Public Transportation, and the Travel Demand Methodology Forecast Report listed in Appendix C of the Final 
EIS.  

Property Acquisitions  

Property acquired for the Project will be acquired in accordance with the Uniform Relocation and Real Property 
Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.), which also is known as the Uniform 
Relocation Act. The objective of the Uniform Relocation Act is to provide fair and equitable treatment of people 
whose real property is acquired or who are displaced in connection with federally funded projects; help ensure 
that relocation assistance is provided; and help ensure that decent, safe, and sanitary housing is available within 
the displaced person’s financial means. Property acquired for the Project will also be subject to Minn. Stat. 117 
which sets forth requirements for acquisition of land (Minn. Stat. 117.38), compensation (Minn. Stat. 117.155 – 
117.187), and uniform relocation benefits (Minn. Stat. 117.52). The provisions set forth in Minn. Stat. 117 mirror 
the requirements set forth in the Uniform Relocation Act, with the Uniform Relocation Act taking precedence over 
Minn. Stat. 117. Minn. State 117 also includes additional requirements which are not included in the Uniform 
Relocation Act, such as higher relocation reimbursement limits and provisions for reimbursement of appraisal 
fees. Assessments and agreements of property value are determined through the property acquisition process as 
regulated by the Uniform Relocation Act. See Section 3.4.3, Acquisitions and Displacements, and the Southwest 
LRT Acquisitions Report listed in Appendix C of the Final EIS for an evaluation of partial and full property 
acquisitions. 

Threatened and endangered species, wildlife, habitat, and migratory birds 

The Council will continue to work with the Kenilworth Landscape Design Committee, established in May 2015 to 
help ensure that landscape design will restore the natural setting while incorporating the regional trail system, 
light rail, and freight rail. Furthermore, the Council retained a landscape design consultant to prepare a 
landscape design study for the Kenilworth Corridor, which will be implemented into the Project. Section 3.10 of 
the Final EIS provides an updated assessment of impacts to threatened and endangered species, habitat, and 
migratory birds and applicable mitigation measures. This evaluation covers the entire Project including the 
alignment through the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Air Pollution 

Section 3.11 of the Final EIS includes the updated analysis of air quality and greenhouse gases for the entire 
Project, including alignment through the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Section 3.17 in the Final EIS contains environmental categories selected for analysis, including resources that are 
particularly susceptible to cumulative effects and would be affected directly or indirectly by the Project, as well as 
one or more other projects that, in aggregate over time, would result in a cumulative effect.  

Construction Impacts 

Specific mitigation measures for short-term (construction) impacts will be identified in the Construction 
Mitigation Plan and Construction Communication Plan, which will be implemented by the Council prior to and 
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during construction. The purpose of the Construction Communication Plan is to prepare project-area residents, 
businesses, and commuters for construction; listen to their concerns; and develop plans to minimize harmful or 
disruptive effects. Specific mitigation measures included in the Construction Communication Plan will be site-
specific and may include the following: 

• Issue construction updates and post them on the Project website.  
• Provide advance notice of roadway closures, driveway closures, and utility shutoffs. 
• Conduct public meetings. 
• Establish a 24-hour construction hotline. 
• Prepare materials with applicable construction information. 
• Address property access issues. 
• Assign staff to serve as liaisons between the public and contractors during construction. 

In addition, the Council will develop and implement a construction staging plan (staging plan), which will be 
reviewed with the appropriate jurisdictions and railroads, and the contractor will be required to secure the 
necessary permits and follow the staging plan, unless otherwise approved. Components of a staging plan include 
traffic management plans and a detailed construction timeline. 

See Tables 3.0-1 and 4.0-1 in the Final EIS for mitigation measures for short-term impacts for the Project.  

Access to Stations 

Construction of new sidewalks or continuation of existing sidewalks around station areas will improve general 
pedestrian circulation and provide station access. Where appropriate, sidewalks will connect the light rail 
stations to offsite pedestrian origination and destination points within 1/2 mile of the platform. For additional 
information, see Final EIS Section 4.5, Pedestrian and Bicycle. For responses to comments about pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, please see Theme P in this appendix. See Theme I.2 for additional response to comments about 
access to individual stations.  
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F. Concerns about Eden Prairie LRT alignment 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 40 comments that expressed concerns 
about the alignment through Eden Prairie. Those commenters included the following: the City of Eden Prairie, 
MnDOT, Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce, businesses, and private individuals. The primary concerns were 
traffic congestion and roadway impacts, parking, access to businesses or property, property acquisition, 
impacts to wetlands and floodplains, and construction impacts. Several commenters, including the City of 
Eden Prairie, expressed concerns about the design and location of stations.  

Several commenters were concerned about impacts associated with the proposed light rail alignment between 
SouthWest Station and Mitchell Road, just south of Highway 212, including impacts to businesses. The City of 
Eden Prairie had concerns about traffic impacts of a proposed at-grade light rail crossing of Mitchell Road. 
Several commenters, including the Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce, were concerned about impacts 
associated with the proposed light rail alignment along Technology Drive between SouthWest Station and 
Flying Cloud Drive. Several commenters, including MnDOT and the City of Eden Prairie, expressed concern 
that an at-grade crossing of the Flying Cloud/Valley View Road intersection could affect the operation of the 
adjacent Highway 212 ramp terminal intersections with Valley View Road.  

The City of Eden Prairie and businesses on Technology Drive commented that the location of the Eden Prairie 
Town Center Station should be moved southeast to be more centrally located and improve pedestrian access. 
Some commenters asked that the Project stop at SouthWest Station or Eden Prairie Town Center Station. 
Some commenters expressed concern about impacts to businesses on the south side of Flying Cloud Drive 
between I-494 and Valley View Road, and on the west side of Flying Cloud Drive near Eagle Ridge Academy. 
Other commenters supported the proposed light rail alignment shown in the Draft EIS. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following objectives: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the propose light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into 
the Project. One focus of this design adjustment process was the proposed light rail alignment and associated 
improvements in Eden Prairie, including station locations, park-and-ride locations and sizing, and associated 
roadway improvements. Many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through 
incorporation of the design adjustments and through other activities that have occurred since publication of the 
Draft EIS. 

During the Draft EIS public comment period, the City of Eden Prairie and other commenters asked the Council to 
investigate the feasibility of a more centrally located and walkable Eden Prairie Town Center Station and 
associated light rail alignment that would provide better opportunities for transit-oriented development and 
redevelopment. The City noted that a light rail station within walking distance of the Eden Prairie Town Center (a 
regional shopping mall) would help meet the City’s long-term economic development goals and provide higher 
ridership due to its proximity to concentrations of existing and future employment and commercial activity 
centers. For similar reasons, the City also asked the Council to evaluate a location for the Mitchell Station south 
along Technology Drive, somewhere between Mitchell and Wallace Roads, additionally noting that this location 
for a park-and-ride lot may be better positioned to intercept automobile traffic coming from the west.  

The design adjustment process also resulted in a change to the proposed light rail alignment in Eden Prairie 
along Flying Cloud Drive, northeast of I-494. Within the Draft EIS, the light rail alignment would have crossed 
over Flying Cloud Drive on a new bridge, immediately north of I-494. Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS 
describe the options evaluated through the design adjustment process and how those options were evaluated and 
screened.  



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-32 
 May 2016 

Based on design adjustments resulting from that process, which were identified by the Council in April 2014, the 
proposed light rail alignment in Eden Prairie will run on a new bridge over Technology Drive and Prairie Center 
Drive, then pass south of Lake Idlewild, and follow the north side of Flying Cloud Drive over I-494. Running on the 
south side of Highway 212, the light rail tracks will go over Flying Cloud Drive and Valley View Road on new 
bridge. The light rail alignment west of SouthWest Station was adjusted south to Technology Drive, to a proposed 
Mitchell Station on the south side of Technology Drive, west of Mitchell Road. The Project’s Supplemental Draft 
EIS, published in May 2015, was based on the design adjustments identified by the Council in 2014 (including a 
potential southwest terminus at SouthWest Station, rather than Mitchell Road). 

On April 27, 2015, the Council released a revised and increased Project cost estimate. To address the increased 
Project cost estimate, the Council’s Southwest LRT Corridor Management Committee (CMC) and Project staff 
developed and evaluated a variety of options aimed at lowering Project costs, in consultation with the Project’s 
local participating jurisdictions. The evaluation of options focused on three key criteria: cost savings incurred; 
Project ridership; and local jurisdiction consensus. CMC meetings held on May 20, June 3, June 24, and July 1, 2015 
included review, discussion, and evaluation of the various options developed, which resulted in a recommendation 
by the CMC to the Council on July 1, 2015. On July 8, 2015, the Metropolitan Council adopted design adjustments 
to address the increased cost estimates. In doing so, the Council considered recommendations from the CMC, the 
Southwest LRT Business Advisory Committee (BAC), and the Southwest LRT Community Advisory Committee 
(CAC). In summary, the Council identified $250 million in reductions to the Project’s scope and budget. The 
reductions in the Project’s scope included: the elimination of Mitchell Station and deferral of the Eden Prairie 
Town Center Station (until after 2020 but before 2040); the elimination of five new light rail vehicles from the 
Southwest LRT fleet; a reduction in the Project-wide park-and-ride lot capacity (including elimination of the 
proposed park-and-ride lot at the proposed Eden Prairie Town Center Station); the reduction in the size of the 
proposed Hopkins OMF (with future expansion capacity on-site); elimination of station artwork; and reductions 
in landscaping and off-platform station furnishings. The cost savings measures were identified, developed, and 
analyzed in consultation with the Project’s local participating agencies, including the City of Eden Prairie. 
Appendix E of the Final EIS illustrates the Project with and without the Eden Prairie Town Center Station and 
associated roadway improvements. See Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS. 

The Final EIS is based on the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the 
Final EIS, which reflects the design adjustments within the City of Eden Prairie identified by the Council in April 
2014 and July 2015. As a result of those design adjustments, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS 
concerning impacts and options with the City of Eden Prairie are no longer relevant, primarily based on the 
removal of Mitchell Station from the Project and alignment adjustments around the Eden Prairie Town Center 
Station. Following is a summary of how many of the impacts and concerns identified in comments on the Draft 
EIS have been avoided or substantially minimized in Eden Prairie: 

Along Highway 212, Between Mitchell Road and SouthWest Station 

Impacts associated with the proposed light rail alignment along the south side of Highway 212, from west of 
SouthWest Station to Mitchell Road (as proposed in the Draft EIS), have been avoided through the elimination of 
the proposed Mitchell Station and the associated park-and-ride lot, as well as the elimination of the proposed 
light rail alignment between the proposed Mitchell and SouthWest Stations (south of Highway 212). Avoided 
impacts include: traffic impacts west of SouthWest Station, particularly on Mitchell Road at Highway 212; 
residential noise impacts just west of SouthWest Station; and a crossing of Purgatory Creek and related 
construction adjacent to the creek.  

Along Technology Drive, East of SouthWest Station 

Impacts associated with the proposed light rail alignment along Technology Drive, between SouthWest Station 
and Flying Cloud Drive, have substantially been avoided as a result of the design adjustment that will route the 
light rail alignment via Eden Road to Prairie Center Drive. This design adjustment avoided the following: the 
acquisition of business property and the displacement of commercial off-street parking spaces on the south side of 
Technology Drive; traffic impacts to the intersections of Technology Drive at Prairie Center Drive and Flying 
Cloud Drive due to the elimination of the proposed Eden Prairie Town Center Station park-and-ride lot; and an 
at-grade crossing of Technology Drive. A short section of Technology Drive, just west of Prairie Center Drive, will 



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-33 
 May 2016 

be reconstructed as part of the Project to accommodate intersection improvements needed at Technology Drive 
and Prairie Center Drive. Property acquisition impacts, including loss of parking, have been minimized since the 
Draft EIS, while other impacts which remain or have been minimized are included in the Final EIS.  

Along the South Side of Flying Cloud Drive, Northeast of I-494 

Design changes that shifted the proposed light rail alignment from the south side to the north side of Flying Cloud 
Drive, northeast of I-494, avoided and minimized impacts to businesses located on the south side of Flying Cloud 
Drive, northeast of I-494, including avoiding visual and noise impacts from the proposed light rail bridge across 
Flying Cloud Drive just north of I-494. 

West of Flying Cloud Drive, at Nine Mile Creek crossing (Near Eagle Ridge Academy) 

In the Draft EIS, the LRT alignment was at-grade through this area, which would have affected wetlands and 
required the realignment of Flying Cloud Drive, which would have affected off-street parking. The adjustment to 
the proposed light rail alignment northeast of Valley View Road and where it will cross Flying Cloud Drive and 
Nine Mile Creek grade separated, near the Eagle Ridge Academy, will avoid the displacement of off-street parking 
spaces and help minimize impacts to adjacent wetlands. The adjustments also eliminate an at-grade crossing of 
Flying Cloud Drive.  

Design adjustments in the vicinity of West 70th Street are discussed in Theme J. Theme F.1 addresses comments 
on impacts or concerns that remain related to the Project’s current design in Eden Prairie.  

F.1 Eden Prairie impacts remaining after design adjustments  
Summary of Comments. Several commenters noted impacts to businesses and a range of environmental 
resources in Eden Prairie that will not be fully avoided by the design adjustments previously described. These 
include impacts to businesses and off-street parking at SouthWest Station, impacts to businesses affected by 
the Project’s adjusted alignment south of Lake Idlewild, wetland and floodplain impacts, transit facilities and 
service, and traffic. Several commenters expressed concern about construction impacts to businesses, 
including, traffic, noise and vibration, and access to businesses and loss of sales during construction. The City 
of Eden Prairie commented on the need to maintain access to properties during construction and the need to 
evaluate and coordinate tunnels and grade crossings with the City. The owner of SouthWest Station noted the 
poor soil in the vicinity of their property and expressed concern over structures sinking.  

Response: Since the publication of the Draft EIS, design adjustments in Eden Prairie have resulted in changes in 
impacts to businesses, parking, traffic operations and environmental resources, and in many cases impacts have 
been minimized or avoided. Nonetheless, within Eden Prairie, the Project will result in business displacements, off-
street parking impacts, changes to transit service and facilities, noise impacts, effects on wetlands and 
floodplains, measures to address compressible soils, and changes to roadways and traffic operations. The Council 
has advanced the design of the Project since the Draft EIS, which has allowed the remaining impacts to be better 
defined. Mitigation measures addressing those impacts that will be incorporated into the Project are identified in 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS.  

Business-Related Acquisitions, Displacements, and Off-Street Parking 

The Project will affect approximately 10 businesses by shifting the proposed light rail alignment from Technology 
Drive to south of Lake Idlewild. Eight businesses will be fully displaced and there will be two partial acquisitions 
of property which are not anticipated to result in business displacements. See Section 3.4 of Final EIS for details 
on the specific parcels affected. In some cases, loss of off-street parking will be mitigated by allowing on-street 
parking in areas where it is currently not allowed. Any lost surface parking for the SouthWest Station commercial 
development will be replaced with parking available in the new structured parking garage built for the 
SouthWest Station park-and-ride lot. The existing structured SouthWest Transit park-and-ride lot will be 
retained, and the two park-and-ride facilities will be shared by light rail and bus park-and-ride users.  

The Council will complete a Regional Park-and-Ride System Report on an annual basis. As part of this effort, the 
Council and Metro Transit will collaborate with regional transit partners, local governments, and MnDOT to 
conduct an annual regional park-and-ride survey that tracks facility use and emerging travel patterns by park-



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-34 
 May 2016 

and-ride users across the region to identify the appropriate mitigation, as needed and where feasible. The results 
of this survey will be published in an annual report. 

Impacts to businesses are described in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS and Theme M of this Appendix. Parking impacts 
are described in Section 4.3 of the Final EIS.  

Construction Impacts on Businesses 

The Project will result in short-term impacts that could affect businesses in Eden Prairie, including potential 
increases in noise levels, dust, traffic congestion, visual changes, and increased difficulty accessing commercial 
and other uses. Some businesses may experience economic hardship during the construction period. The Council 
has and will continue to coordinate with the City of Eden Prairie on construction techniques to minimize 
disruption during construction. Construction-related mitigation measures for visual quality, noise, vibration, and 
traffic impacts are described in Sections 3.7, 3.12, 3.13, and 4.2 of the Final EIS, respectively. In order to minimize 
short-term impacts, the Council has developed a Construction Communication Plan. The purposes of the 
Construction Communication Plan are: to prepare project-area residents, businesses, and commuters for 
construction; listen to their concerns; and develop plans to minimize harmful or disruptive effects. See Section 
3.2.4 for more information on the Construction Communication Plan and mitigation measures for short-term 
impacts. 

Wetlands and Floodplains 

The design adjustments identified after publication of the Draft EIS have avoided and minimized impacts to 
wetlands and floodplains. Exhibit 3.9-2 in the Final EIS illustrates the existing wetlands along the LRT alignment 
and the remaining wetland impacts in Eden Prairie. The remaining impacts to wetlands will be mitigated in 
conformance with applicable CWA and WCA requirements. The Council and FTA have coordinated with the City of 
Eden Prairie, RPCWD, NMCWD, and USACE on implementing the applicable sequencing requirements related to 
wetlands and on the identification of mitigation measures addressing wetland impacts in Eden Prairie. The 
results of this coordination are reflected in the wetland permit applications to the USACE and the City of Eden 
Prairie. Section 3.9 of the Final EIS and Theme N.5 describe impacts to wetlands.  

Exhibit 3.9-4 in the Final EIS illustrates the existing regulated floodplains along the LRT alignment and the 
remaining impacts to floodplains. Impacts to locally regulated floodplains will be mitigated by appropriate 
compensatory storage within or adjacent to the affected waterbody, as summarized in Table 3.9-8 in the Final 
EIS. The Project will utilize the following methods to create compensatory storage: excavation of upland adjacent 
to existing floodplain, excavation of existing floodplain, and construction of stormwater BMPs with the capacity 
for storage. The Project’s final design will include the appropriate compensatory storage required by applicable 
local agencies. Where it is not feasible to meet this requirement, a variance will be requested from the applicable 
regulatory agency and the appropriate documentation provided to justify the variance. 

Noise and Vibration 

Design adjustments within Eden Prairie after publication of the Draft EIS have helped to avoid and minimize 
noise impacts and avoid vibration impacts within Eden Prairie, including impacts west of SouthWest Station. 
Without mitigation, the Project would result in noise impacts north of Flying Cloud Drive, between I-494 and 
Valley View Road, but those impacts will be mitigated as described in Section 3.12 of the Final EIS. See Sections 
3.12, Noise; 3.13, Vibration; and Appendix K for additional information about the noise and vibration analyses. 
See Theme O for responses to comments about other noise concerns.  

Geology and Soils 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council has continued evaluation of soil conditions, as well as the 
determination of measures to mitigate those conditions, if necessary. As illustrated in Exhibit 3.8-3 in the Final 
EIS, there are areas of compressible soils along the alignment around SouthWest Station, at the southern edge of 
Bryant Lake, along Nine Mile Creek, and around Golden Triangle Station. Areas of compressible soils along the 
Project will be addressed with appropriate design and construction techniques to avoid the potential for uneven 
ground settlement and bearing failure of the building foundations for the light rail alignment, stations, 
structures, and surface parking lots/parking structures. Methods of addressing soft soils include removing the 
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soft soils and replacing them with suitable fill, deep foundations, driven piles, drilled shaft-supported foundations, 
or lightweight fill. The Council will continue to evaluate compressible soils during the engineering phase and will 
obtain additional soil data where necessary to assist in making the decision about where to excavate and replace 
soft soils.  

Exhibit 3.8-4 in the Final EIS illustrates bedrock geology in the vicinity of the Project, including within the City of 
Eden Prairie. No impacts on bedrock geology are expected.  

See Section 3.8, Geology and Groundwater Resources, of the Final EIS for additional information. See Theme N.3 
of this Appendix for response to other comments on geology and soils. 

Transit 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council has continued to coordinate with SouthWest Transit on the 
Project’s effects on SouthWest Transit facilities and bus service. The Council prepared a Bus Transit Operations 
Plan (Technical Memorandum, Revision 2.1. July 2015) that provides detailed documentation of existing bus 
transit service in the Southwest Corridor and summarizes the transit service plans for the Project (see Final EIS 
Appendix C). In summary, there will be some changes to SouthWest Transit bus routes and schedules to allow 
coordination with the proposed light rail service in Eden Prairie. The existing SouthWest Station bus facility will 
continue to be owned and maintained by SouthWest Transit and used by SouthWest Transit buses, but there will 
be modifications to that facility to accommodate the proposed light rail alignment, station, and park-and-ride lot 
(see Final EIS Appendix E). The existing and proposed park-and-ride structures will be jointly used by light rail 
users and bus users. See Section 4.1.3 for a more detailed description of the existing transit systems in Eden 
Prairie and how they will be affected by the Project. 

Roadways and Traffic 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council has identified a range of roadway improvements in Eden Prairie as 
part of the Project. Traffic operations are discussed in Section 4.2 of the Final EIS and Theme P of this appendix. 
The Project includes planned roadway improvements in Eden Prairie that will accommodate the introduction of 
the light rail alignment and related facilities and increase roadway capacity to respond to anticipated demand to 
use of one or more roadways at specific locations (e.g., additional turn or through lanes, additional traffic 
signals). Roadway and intersection improvements included in Eden Prairie that will be in the Project are listed 
and illustrated in Final EIS Appendix E. See Theme P, Concerns about transportation system effects, for a 
description of traffic impacts in Eden Prairie.  

  



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-36 
 May 2016 

G. Prefers or proposes other alternatives 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 140 comments that stated preferences 
for alignment alternatives other than LRT 3A. Those commenters included the Cities of Granite Falls, Glencoe, 
Winthrop, Stewart, Plato, Olivia, Morton, Norwood Young America, Hector, Buffalo Lake, Bird Island, 
Montevideo and the Minnesota counties of Carver, Sibley, Wright, Renville, Redwood, McLeod; and Roberts 
County, South Dakota. Sections G.1 to G.3 summarize comments received on alternatives in the following three 
categories: a preference for an alternative considered in the Draft EIS processes other than LRT 3A; other 
recommended freight rail or light rail alignments; and proposed modes other than LRT or bus.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the propose light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into 
the Project. In particular, the design adjustments incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of 
light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The Final EIS is based on the 
definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the 
design adjustment process and other activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the 
comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during 
this process. Theme A and Chapter 8 of the Final EIS describe FTA’s and the Council’s rationale for their finding 
that the Project (LRT 3A-1) best meets the Project’s Purpose and Need, compared to the No Build Alternative, and 
why it is the environmentally preferred alternative. 

Theme G responds to the following sets of comments: a preference for an alternative considered in the Draft EIS 
processes other than LRT 3A; other proposed freight rail or light rail alignments; and proposed modes other than 
LRT or bus. Theme A responds to comments received on the Draft EIS in favor of the project and Theme B 
responds to comments received in opposition to the project. Themes C and D respond to comments received on the 
Draft EIS in opposition to the relocation of existing freight rail service from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and 
Kenilworth Corridor and in opposition to the co-location of freight rail and light rail service in the Kenilworth 
Corridor, respectively. Themes E and F respond to comments received on the Draft EIS about the impacts of light 
rail in the Kenilworth Corridor and the light rail alignment in Eden Prairie, respectively. 

G.1 Preference for alternatives considered in the Draft EIS other than LRT 3A1 
Summary of Comments: Approximately 80 commenters supported alignments or options that were studied 
in the Project’s Draft EIS, but that were not selected as the environmentally preferred alternative for the 
Project. Those commenters included the following: the Cities of Granite Falls, Glencoe, Winthrop, Stewart, 
Plato, Olivia, Morton, Norwood Young America, Hector, Buffalo Lake, Bird Island, Montevideo; the Minnesota 
counties of Carver, Sibley, Wright, Renville, Redwood, McLeod; and Roberts County in South Dakota. Most of 
the commenters, including the jurisdictions previously listed, recommended LRT 3A-1 as an alternative to LRT 
3A, as well as two other alternatives addressed in Section G.2. Several commenters recommended LRT 3C-1 
and/or 3C-2, because they asserted that development along that alternate alignment would generate higher 

                                                      
1 This section responds to comments made on alternatives other than LRT 3A that were evaluated in the Draft EIS. LRT 3A was identified as 
the environmentally preferred alternative in the Draft EIS (see Section 11.2.3), based on the definition of the alternatives in the Draft EIS at 
that time. As previously noted, the Council identified design adjustments in 2014 to LRT 3A-1, with retention of freight rail in the Kenilworth 
Corridor. As a result, FTA and the Council have determined that LRT 3A-1 is now the environmentally preferred alternative (see Section 8.2 of 
the Final EIS). 
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ridership, and because trains operated along a portion of that route in the recent past. Other commenters 
expressed support for LRT 1A and improved bus service.  

Response: A wide range of alternatives were proposed, developed, evaluated, and screened prior to and within 
the Draft EIS. The process spanned the Project’s AA, identification of the LPA, Draft EIS and Supplemental Draft 
EIS, which is described in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, and reviews the rationale for the identification of the LPA 
and why other alternatives were dismissed from further study.  

The Draft EIS examined seven alternatives, which included the No Build Alternative, the Enhanced Bus 
Alternative, and five light rail alternatives (LRT 1A, LRT 3A, LRT 3A-1, LRT 3C-1, and LRT 3C 2).2 Four of the 
alternatives studied in the Draft EIS included the relocation of freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur 
and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 1A, LRT 3A, LRT 3C-1, and LRT 3C 2) and three did not (the No Build Alternative, 
the Enhanced Bus Alternative, and LRT 3A-1). LRT 3A was identified as the locally preferred alternative and the 
environmentally preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. 

• LRT 3A-1. As documented in Section 11.2.5 of the Draft EIS, FTA and the Council found at that time that, 
while LRT 3A-1 (co-location) would result in benefits similar to LRT 3A (relocation), those benefits would not 
be achieved without the associated environmental impacts, based on the alternatives’ designs as described in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS. LRT 3A-1 includes the transit improvements that are included in LRT 3A, with the 
continued operations of TC&W freight trains currently operating along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth 
Corridor, rather than the relocation of freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth 
Corridor. The Draft EIS noted that at that time, LRT 3A-1 would fail to rise to the environmentally preferred 
alternative because LRT 3A-1 would result in the following: 1) acquisition of Cedar Lake Park property, 
resulting in a Section 4(f) use; 2) failure to provide a direct connection between the Bass Lake and TC&W 
spurs; 3) high construction-related impacts related to reconstruction of freight rail tracks; 4) diminished 
economic development potential at light rail stations in close proximity to freight rail tracks; 5) pedestrian 
safety concerns at stations in close proximity to freight rail tracks; 6) 60 residential displacements; and 
7) adverse effects on community cohesion in the Kenilworth Corridor. 

As previously noted, following publication of the Draft EIS, the Council identified design adjustments to LRT 
3A-1 and FTA and the Council found that of the alternatives considered, LRT 3A-1 now best meets the 
Project’s Purpose and Need (see Chapter 1 of the Final EIS) and it best balances the Project’s costs, benefits, 
and environmental impacts. Further, FTA and the Council found that LRT 3A-1 is now the environmentally 
preferred alternative, for the reasons described in Theme A and Section 8.2 of the Final EIS. The Project, based 
on LRT 3A-1, includes the design adjustments identified by the Council in April and July 2014 and July 2015, 
with the retention of freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1). See Theme A, Section 2.2, and 
Appendix F for a description of the rationale for the Council’s identification of the design adjustments to the 
LPA and identification of LRT 3A-1 as the environmentally preferred alternative. See also Appendix M, Master 
Response 10: Rationale for incorporating freight rail co-location into the Project.  

• The Enhanced Bus Alternative. As documented in Section 11.2.2 of the Draft EIS, FTA and the Council 
determined that, while the Enhanced Bus Alternative would avoid potential disruption to neighborhoods, 
commercial districts, and historic areas in the corridor, the Enhanced Bus Alternative would not adequately 
support the Project’s Purpose and Need as expressed through the project’s evaluation goals, objectives, 
criteria, and measures. In summary, FTA and the Council determined that the Enhanced Bus Alternative was 
inconsistent with local and regional comprehensive plans, which include or are consistent with 
implementation of the Project. Further, the Enhanced Bus Alternative would only marginally improve 
mobility, and it would not provide an efficient travel option or support economic development. Finally, FTA 

                                                      
2 In the Draft EIS, the transit improvements included in LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 are coupled with the proposed relocation or co-location of TC&W 
freight trains currently operating along the Bass Lake Spur and the Cedar Lake Junction (locally referred to as the Kenilworth Corridor). LRT 3A 
includes the proposed relocation of TC&W trains to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision, while LRT 3A-1 includes the continued 
operations of TC&W freight trains currently operating along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. While the Draft EIS notes that LRT 
3A-1 is identical to LRT 3A in the transit service it would provide (see page ES-23 and Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS), it only identifies LRT 3A as 
the LPA (see pages 2-31 and 2-41 of the Draft EIS for examples). The LPA is a subset of both LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 of the Draft EIS; therefore, in 
the Draft EIS, the Project’s LPA is included within both LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1.  
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and the Council determined that the Enhanced Bus Alternative would compromise the Project to a degree 
that, under the Enhanced Bus Alternative, the Purpose and Need for the Project would not be met. 

• LRT 1A. As documented in Section 11.2.4 of the Draft EIS, LRT 1A would be less able to support the goals of 
improved mobility and economic development. In particular, FTA and the Council determined that LRT 1A 
had among the lowest projected ridership of the light rail alternatives, which made it less cost effective. 
Contributing to its low ridership was its lack of compatibility with the study area’s comprehensive plans. That 
lack of compatibility and lower projected ridership were due to routing sections of proposed light rail 
alignment though areas of lower density development that are not intended, based upon the plans, to become 
denser over time. 

• LRT 3C-1. As documented in Section 11.2.6 of the Draft EIS, FTA and the Council determined that LRT 3C-1 
would be the least cost effective of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIS, due to its relative high costs 
and lowest ridership estimates. FTA and the Council also found that LRT 3C-1 was not compatible with 
approved comprehensive plans, because of potential disruptions to regional roadways, such as Nicollet Mall, 
and impacts to pedestrian facilities. Further, LRT 3C-1 would have had greater construction impacts, due to 
extensive in-street construction. Finally, FTA and the Council determined that LRT 3C-1 would have 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income and minority populations due to displacements, 
impacts to community cohesion, and increased traffic congestion in environmental justice areas identified in 
the Draft EIS. 

• LRT 3C-2. As documented in Section 11.2.7 of the Draft EIS, FTA and the Council determined that LRT 3C-2 
would be incompatible with approved comprehensive plans, because of potential disruptions to regional 
roadways, such as Nicollet Mall, and impacts to pedestrian facilities. Further, LRT 3C-2 would have had 
greater construction impacts, due to extensive in-street construction. Finally, FTA and the Council determined 
that LRT 3C-1 would have disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income and minority 
populations due to displacements, impacts to community cohesion, the most severe construction impacts, and 
increased traffic congestion in environmental justice areas identified in the Draft EIS. 

G.2 Other recommended freight rail, light rail, and trail alignments or modifications 
Summary of Comments: The FTA and Council received approximately 120 comments that supported other 
freight rail or light rail alignments that were not studied in the Draft EIS, including recommended changes to 
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS. Of those, approximately 65 recommended either using the MN&S 
freight rail corridor for light rail or rerouting freight rail back to the Midtown Greenway/West 29th Street 
(where TC&W operated until 1998). Those commenters included the following: the Cities of Granite Falls, 
Arlington, Glencoe, Winthrop, Stewart, Plato, Olivia, Morton, Norwood Young America, Hector, Buffalo Lake, 
Bird Island, Montevideo; the Minnesota counties of Carver, Sibley, Wright, Renville, Redwood, McLeod; 
Roberts County in South Dakota, Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority, and Upper Minnesota Valley 
Regional Development Commission. Additional recommendations by commenters included the following: an 
underground light rail alignment design in the Kenilworth Corridor area—either a covered trench or a bored 
tunnel; route light rail along I-494 and Highway 100 or via Wayzata Subdivision and MN&S Spur; 
modifications to LRT 3A and LRT 3C; route light rail via Lyndale Avenue; relocate the existing Kenilworth Trail 
away from the Kenilworth Corridor, instead of relocating freight rail; single track light rail alignment through 
the Kenilworth Corridor.  
Response: Following are responses to various new alternative alignments or modifications included in comments 
on the Draft EIS. Comments on proposed changes to the light rail alignments in Eden Prairie are responded to 
within Theme F, and comments suggesting other relatively minor light rail alignment design changes are 
addressed within Theme J (e.g., tunneling under Highway 62).  

Freight Rail Alignments 

After publication of the Draft EIS, the Council undertook a four-step study of potential design adjustments focused 
on whether the Project should include: 1) the relocation of TC&W freight trains currently operating along the 
Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor to sections of the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision (LRT 3A); or 2) 
the continued operation of TC&W freight trains along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1). As 
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described in detail in Appendix F of the Final EIS, the fourth step of that design adjustment process was initiated 
by responding to a request from the Governor of Minnesota. This first component of the fourth step involved the 
preparation of the independently prepared Southwest LRT Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail Relocation 
Alternatives (TranSystems, 2014 – see Appendix D for instruction on how to access the report). As requested by 
the Governor, the purpose of the independent study commissioned by the Council was to provide a comprehensive 
analysis of prior freight rail relocation designs that would provide for the rerouting of TC&W freight rail trains 
out of the Kenilworth Corridor and identification of new design adjustments or concepts. In particular, the study 
consisted of an analysis of the technical, safety, and operational considerations of eight options that would allow 
for the rerouting of TC&W freight trains that were developed in prior freight rail studies and two additional 
concepts previously developed by the Project. The scope of the independent analysis generally covered the 
following: identification of operational cost drivers; identification of community impacts and other 
environmental impacts; and assessment of possible operational adjustments. The TranSystems analysis and 
report evaluated in their “Tier 1 Screening” the following options for relocation of freight rail from the 
Kenilworth Corridor: 

• Far Western Minnesota Connection – Appleton to Benson  
• Western Minnesota Connection – Granite Falls to Willmar  
• Chaska Cutoff  
• Highway 169 Alignment to Burlington Northern Santa Fe  
• Midtown Corridor/West 29th Street  
• United Transportation Route  
• MN&S South Connection with Union Pacific  
• MN&S North (Source: TranSystem’s Concept)  

In summary, the independent report includes the following (see Appendix F for illustrations of the referenced 
freight rail alignments): 

1. The independent study finds that five of the freight rail relocation options evaluated are “fatally flawed” for a 
variety of reasons, primarily related to an assessment showing that the affected freight rail operators would 
not find them acceptable due to economic, operations, or safety concerns. As such, the report does not 
recommend any additional study of those five options (Far Western Minnesota Connection – Appleton to 
Benson; Western Minnesota Connection – Granite Falls to Willmar; Chaska Cutoff Highway 169 Alignment to 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe; MN&S South Connection with Union Pacific).  

2. After the first tier screening, TranSystems evaluated the following freight rail alternatives: United 
Transportation Route, MN&S South, Brunswick Central, and the Midtown Corridor/West 29th. Based on 
TranSystems’ “Tier 2 Screening,” the independent report does not recommend further study of the United 
Transportation Route and MN&S South, primarily due to significant impediments to their implementation. In 
particular, the TranSystems study dismissed the United Transportation Route from further study, because it 
was found to be inferior to the MN&S North route, because it would entail “a longer freight rail route with 
more costly infrastructure requirements on the north end of the route . . . [and] some upgrades would infringe 
upon parklands." The final report also finds that the MN&S South option, which would connect the Bass Lake 
Spur south to the MN&S Spur, might be able to be designed to meet engineering standards, but that it “would 
face severe obstacles with respect to property acquisition and permitting . . .,” as well as potential impacts to 
parks (TranSystems, 2014; page 34). The final report also finds that, while the Brunswick Central alignment 
(which was developed by the Council in consultation with TC&W and which was not evaluated in the first tier 
study) was acceptable to TC&W from an operational, economic, and safety perspective, it was dismissed from 
further study (in step three of the Council’s evaluation) due to its wide range of adverse impacts (e.g., use of 
the Spanish Park Immersion School playground; residential, business, and public displacements, and 
neighborhood cohesion and character impacts). Finally, due to several identified implementation challenges, 
the report does not recommend further study of the Midtown Corridor/West 29th Street. The identified 
challenges to the Midtown Corridor/West 29th Street for the relocation of freight rail include: likely 
“significant” capital costs; the corridor is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as a Historic 
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District and two bridges on the alignment are on park land; and it may “complicate or thwart plans for a 
streetcar in the corridor.” (TranSystems, 2014; page 19) 

3. The independent study by TranSystems also resulted in the identification of an additional freight rail 
relocation alignment not previously studied (MN&S North) in the vicinity of St. Louis Park High School that 
could potentially accommodate the relocation of freight rail from the Kenilworth Corridor to the MN&S Spur 
and the Wayzata Subdivision. 

The MN&S North concept was dismissed from further study by the Council based on the following: the MN&S 
North adjustments were opposed by the affected freight rail operator (TC&W), primarily based on safety and 
operational concerns, including three reversing horizontal curves in the proposed freight rail alignment that 
would be especially problematic (the operator did not express similar concerns about the freight rail 
modifications under co-location (LRT 3A-1). In addition, the advantage of co-location (LRT 3A-1), is that it would 
avoid the following impacts from the MN&S North: the potential displacement of approximately six residences 
and seven businesses and the acquisition of some St. Louis Park High School property; additional cost increases 
due to project delay of approximately $45 to $50 million; closure of local streets; and extension of the project’s 
construction schedule by up to two years. See Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional information on the 
independent TranSystems study, including maps illustrating the freight rail relocation options that were 
identified and evaluated.  

• Return Freight Rail to the Midtown Greenway. The “Midtown Corridor” (or 29th Street) route was the 
original east – west mainline used by the Milwaukee Railroad for the better part of the 20th Century. Freight 
rail service in the Midtown Corridor was phased out in the 1990s as part of the TH55/Hiawatha Avenue 
project funded by MnDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). MnDOT and FHWA made the 
decision to sever the freight rail line, rather than to construct a grade separated crossing, with the intent to re-
route the freight rail service to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision. Hennepin County Regional Railroad 
Authority (HCRRA) purchased the Midtown Corridor to preserve it for a future transit use. Rerouting TC&W 
trains to the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision was delayed by the environmental remediation work at the 
National Lead/Golden Auto Superfund site, which was on the path of the proposed connection. In 1998, freight 
rail service was moved from the Midtown Corridor to the Kenilworth Corridor, based on a trackage rights 
agreement between TC&W, CP, and HCRRA. As noted in Section 5 of the trackage rights agreement between 
CP/TC&W and HCRRA, terminating or vacating the freight rail service along the Kenilworth Corridor is to be 
decided by the freight rail operators at their discretion, whenever a feasible alternative route is made 
available for their operation. As previously noted, TranSystems reported that using the Midtown 
Corridor/West 19th Street for the relocation of freight rail would include significant cost and environmental 
challenges, and would preclude the future of the corridor for a streetcar. Based on the findings, freight rail in 
the Midtown Corridor was dismissed from further study. 

Modifications to LRT 3A-1 

Following are responses to recommended modifications to LRT 3A-1 in the Kenilworth Corridor and at the 
Royalston Station, including placing the light rail alignment in a tunnel or trench; re-aligning a portion of the 
Kenilworth Trail; using a single-track light rail alignment; and alternative locations for the proposed Royalston 
Station: 

• Light Rail Alignment in a Tunnel or Trench in the Kenilworth Corridor. As suggested by commenters, the 
Council identified design adjustments to the Project that proposed the light rail alignment be in a shallow or 
deep bore tunnel in the Kenilworth Corridor. In 2014, the Council forwarded the shallow tunnel concept as the 
Project, which would construct a cut-and-cover tunnel between West Lake Street and just south of the 
Kenilworth Lagoon, as suggested by many of the commenters. Incorporating the light rail tunnel into the 
Project effectively avoided or minimized many of the adverse impacts that would have occurred in the 
Kenilworth Corridor between West Lake Street and just south of the Kenilworth Lagoon. In contrast, placing 
the light rail alignment in a trench in the Kenilworth Corridor would have increased capital costs, but without 
avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts in the area of the trench, such as visual impacts or the number of 
residential displacements (because the width of the required right-of-way between West Lake Street and just 
south of the Kenilworth Lagoon would not have been reduced as it would under the Project with the shallow 
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light rail tunnel). See Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional information on the design 
adjustment process that resulted in the incorporation of a light rail tunnel within the Project. See Section 2.2 
and Appendix E for a more detailed description and illustration of the proposed light rail tunnel within the 
Kenilworth Corridor. 

• Relocating the Kenilworth Trail. Relocating the Kenilworth Trail out of the Kenilworth Corridor was a 
potential adjustment that was addressed and evaluated after publication of the Draft EIS. As noted in Chapter 
2 of the Supplemental Draft EIS and Appendix F of the Final EIS, the alternative to relocate the Kenilworth 
Trail from a portion of the Kenilworth Corridor was dismissed because it would require additional property 
acquisitions and the construction of a new trail route between Inglewood Avenue South and Cedar Lake 
Parkway, including at-grade crossings or trail overpass structures over Highway 25 and France Avenue. 
Further, the alignment of the trail would be less direct and travel times for trail users would be increased. 
Elevating the Kenilworth Trail was also evaluated and dismissed from further study, because of visual impacts 
to trail users and from viewpoints adjacent to the Kenilworth Corridor, and because of potential impacts to the 
setting of the Kenilworth Lagoon due to the height of the structure and the need for connecting ramps. 
Further, trail grade changes needed to transition from at-grade to above-grade would adversely affect trail 
users.  

• Single Track Light Rail Alignment in the Kenilworth Corridor. Operating light rail on a shared single track 
(by alternating inbound and outbound light rail vehicles), was dismissed from further study, because of the 
limitations that single tracked operations would have on the long-term capacity and transit of the Project and 
because of potential delays that would be incurred by transit riders as light rail vehicles would be required to 
wait at times for opposing light rail vehicles to clear the single-track segment. In particular, the maximum 
headways on the proposed light rail extension would be reduced, compared to the Project, because of the need 
to meter inbound and outbound light rail trains through the single-track segment. 

• Alternative Royalston Station Locations. Alternative Royalston Station locations were considered and 
dismissed from further study for several reasons. Moving the proposed Royalston Station onto Border Avenue 
would involve the acquisition of right-of-way, because of the narrowness of the existing right-of-way on Border 
Avenue. Moving Royalston Station onto 6th Avenue North would not serve additional areas of downtown 
Minneapolis and would have overlapping ridership with Target Field Station. Additional issues associated with 
moving Royalston Station include increased length of the proposed light rail alignment, tighter curves, and 
functional difficulty interfacing with the Target Field Station. Target Field Station cannot be moved because it 
is an existing station and the Project is intended to directly connect with the existing METRO Green and Blue 
Line LRT routes. See Appendix E of the Final EIS for the Preliminary Engineering plans that show the current 
design, which minimizes property acquisitions and provides enhanced pedestrian access to the nearby 
Minneapolis Farmer’s Market.  

Routing Light Rail along I-494 and Highway 100 or via Wayzata Subdivision and MN&S Spur  

Routing the proposed light rail alignment along I-494 was suggested as a modification. LRT along I-494 was 
evaluated in the LRT 2A and 2C alternatives in the Alternatives Analysis (AA) Report, published in 2007. 
Alternatives 2A and 2C were not carried forward to the Draft EIS because they did not support the goals and 
objectives developed by the Southwest Transitway Policy Advisory Committee. Eden Prairie and Minnetonka have 
comprehensive plans that do not support development in a significant segment of the alignment along I-494, and 
these alignment alternatives are therefore considered to not support local and regional economic development 
goals. Further, alternative alignments using a combination of the Wayzata Subdivision, the TC&W Spur, and 
Highway 100 were evaluated as Alternatives E2 and E4 and they were dismissed from further study due to longer 
transit travel times, reduced transit coverage in higher density areas of St. Louis Park and Minneapolis, thus not 
supporting local and regional plans and goals. In particular, two of the station areas with the highest projected 
ridership under the Project (West Lake Station and Beltline Station) would be bypassed.  

Modifications to LRT 3C  

Several modifications of the LRT 3C Alternative were proposed, such as using Minnetonka Avenue, France Avenue, 
and Chicago Avenue. Other similar modifications to LRT 3C have been evaluated. These modifications proposed to 
continue the light rail alignment on the Midtown Corridor to a north-south street where the light rail would turn 
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north to downtown Minneapolis. Following evaluation in the Draft EIS (e.g. LRT 3E on Park Avenue), these 
modifications were dismissed from further study because of the reasons cited for LRT 3C-1 and LRT 3C-2 under 
Section G.1. In particular, these modifications were not consistent with regional and local planning, were inferior 
in performance and cost effectiveness, and presented significant engineering, traffic and LRT operational issues 
(See Draft EIS Sections 11.2.6 and 11.2.7).  

Lyndale Avenue Alignment 

In the Rail Feasibility Study (Hennepin County, 2007), the rationale for excluding the Lyndale Avenue LRT 
alternatives (i.e., LRT 1B, LRT 2B, LRT 3B, and LRT 4B) included traffic, business, visual/aesthetic, and cost 
impacts. In terms of traffic impacts, a median running Lyndale Avenue light rail line would result in the 
elimination of the center two lanes of traffic on Lyndale Avenue, which would lead to a substantial increase in 
congestion and vehicle delay along the proposed alignment. In addition, the Bryant and Aldrich bridges over the 
Midtown Greenway Corridor would need to be removed to allow the light rail vehicles sufficient space to 
accomplish the grade change that exists between the Midtown Greenway Corridor and Lyndale Avenue. There 
were also parking impacts, additional costs, and interstate access structure modifications that would be 
associated with these alternatives. 

G.3 Proposed new mode 
Summary of Comments: One commenter proposed the shared use of light rail and freight rail trains on 
freight rail tracks within the Kenilworth Corridor, which would use diesel multiple units (DMUs) for the light 
rail vehicles.  

Response: The 2003 Southwest Rail Transit Study presented a comparison of the DMU and light rail modes for 
the Project. The DMU system was dismissed from further consideration for a number of factors. DMU vehicles 
cannot be through-routed with the Green Line for a one-seat ride to destinations between downtown Minneapolis 
and downtown St. Paul. Other differences involved power systems, travel time, and track ownership that did not 
favor the DMU. Further, frequency, capacity, and travel times of a DMU line would be limited by freight train 
movements on the shared tracks. 
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H. Concern about the Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF) and 
ancillary facilities 

Summary of Comments: The FTA and the Council received approximately 30 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning the OMF and ancillary facilities such as traction power substations (TPSS). Those commenters 
included the following: City of Eden Prairie, City of Minnetonka, City of Minneapolis, MnDOT, EPA, businesses, 
community groups, non-profit organizations, and the general public. The comments expressed concern related 
to a lack of information about impacts from the OMF, opposition to locating the OMF in particular areas, and 
opposition to the potential location of a commuter rail facility at Linden Yards in Minneapolis. Specific 
comments presented rationales for not locating the OMF in particular areas.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, design of the Project has advanced and an OMF site has been 
selected. The Project includes an OMF in the City of Hopkins, which was not one of the locations studied in the 
Draft EIS. The process by which the OMF location was selected is documented in Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Considered, and the environmental and transportation analysis of the OMF and ancillary facilities are 
documented in Chapters 3 and 4, respectively, of the Final EIS. For additional information about responses to 
comments related to environmental issues such as methodology, impacts, and mitigation see Themes M, N, O, and 
P. The commuter rail facility at Linden Yards, which was being studied when the Draft EIS was prepared, is not 
part of the Project. As a result of the OMF selection process and results and other activities that occurred since 
publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS concerning the Project’s OMF have 
been addressed through incorporation of the proposed Hopkins OMF into the Project. 

H.1 Different location of Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF) 
Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed concern about alternative OMF locations within Eden 
Prairie and Minneapolis. Primary concerns were lack of information about acquisitions and impacts on 
businesses, nonconformity with locally adopted land use plans, and statements that the selection process was 
not adequate and that a more thorough OMF site evaluation was needed. The City of Eden Prairie stated that a 
more thorough evaluation was needed before an OMF site was selected, cited a lack of impact analysis, and 
also cited a conflict with the Project’s Purpose and Need Statement related to the placement of the Project’s 
OMF within the City of Eden Prairie. The City of Minneapolis opposed locating the OMF in Minneapolis and 
stated that the impacts of an OMF in Minneapolis could not be mitigated. MnDOT commented that the 
information provided in the Draft EIS was too general and that MnDOT was unable to determine impacts to 
roadway operations from an OMF location. EPA stated that the process for selecting OMF sites in the Draft EIS 
was not adequate and that the Final EIS needed to include a rationale for selecting an OMF location as well as 
an analysis of impacts caused by construction and operation of the OMF.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, design of the Project has advanced and a proposed OMF site has 
been identified in the City of Hopkins. The Supplemental Draft EIS identified 30 sites for evaluation for OMF siting. 
The first step in this evaluation—a preliminary site evaluation—reduced the number of sites from 30 to 18. The 
second step in this evaluation included a detailed assessment of these 18 sites based on 13 criteria. This narrowed 
the potential OMF sites from 18 to seven. The seven remaining sites underwent a third evaluation step, which 
entailed an operational analysis and public and jurisdiction review and input. After the third step, the two 
remaining sites were subjected to a final detailed assessment and further public and jurisdictional review. 
Through the four-step evaluation process, the Hopkins OMF site (site 9A) was identified to be incorporated into 
the Project. Compared to the other sites considered, this evaluation determined that selection of the Hopkins OMF 
would result in improved out-of-service operations and operating cost savings due to its relatively central 
location on the proposed light rail line. Exhibit 2.1-3 provides illustrations of the OMF site. The proposed Hopkins 
OMF will be located approximately 1,000 feet south of the proposed Shady Oak Station. The Hopkins OMF will be 
located within existing office/warehouse and light manufacturing development land use. The proposed Hopkins 
OMF will occupy an approximately 15-acre site between the CP Bass Lake Spur to the south, 5th Street South/K-
Tel Drive to the north, just east of 16th Avenue South on the east, and the proposed LRT mainline to the west.  
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The proposed Hopkins OMF will include the closure of 16th Avenue South, which is in the middle of the proposed 
site, between K-Tel Drive and 6th Street South. In addition, a cul-de-sac will be constructed on 6th Street South 
and at 5½ Street, immediately east of the former 16th Avenue South alignment. Automobile and truck access to 
the OMF site will be provided on the existing roadway network via 5th Street South, K-Tel Drive, and 15th Avenue 
South. Light rail transit vehicles will access the proposed OMF site via the inbound tracks of the light rail 
alignment. Inbound light rail trains will access the site directly from the inbound tracks. Outbound light rail 
trains will access the OMF by crossing over to the inbound tracks south of 5th Street, and enter the OMF site via 
the inbound tracks. 

In general, light maintenance activities and the storage of vehicles not in service will occur within enclosed 
structures, although some maintenance activities, including moving vehicles between functional areas within the 
OMF, will occur outside of buildings. Activities on the site will include washing, routine cleaning, routine 
maintenance, and inspections of the trains; parts storage; and maintenance-related office functions. The 
proposed OMF site will be in operation 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. 

See Section 2.1 and Appendix F of the Final EIS for a summary of the process the Council undertook to identify the 
location for the OMF. Exhibit 2.1-3 of the Final EIS provides an illustration of the Hopkins OMF site and the 
proposed site plan (see also Appendix E of the Final EIS). As noted above, Chapter 3 of the Final EIS documents the 
environmental impacts, including Surface Water Resources. Transportation analysis and effects of the OMF and 
ancillary facilities are documented in Chapter 4, of the Final EIS. 

H.2 Commuter Rail Storage Yard at Linden Yards 
Summary of Comments: Commenters stated their opposition to a commuter rail storage facility at Linden 
Yards in Minneapolis and noted its impact on development potential near Van White Station. Further, EPA 
recommended that the Final EIS be updated to include any potential development in the Linden Yards area, 
including the potential diesel rail storage yard. In particular, the EPA noted that the Final EIS should address 
community concerns that siting a diesel rail storage yard could eliminate the siting of the Van White Station, 
and/or other developments.  

Response:  The design and location of Van White Station has shifted since publication of the Draft EIS. The 
proposed light rail alignment and Van White Station will be northwest of Linden Yards and will not preclude the 
use of portions of the Linden Yards site for a rail storage or maintenance facility, nor will it preclude other 
development from occurring on that site. Conversely, development of Linden Yards (or lack of development of 
Linden Yards) will not preclude the proposed light rail alignment and station, nor would that development cut off 
access to the proposed station. The current design for the Van White Station was included in Appendix G of the 
Supplemental Draft EIS and will be included in Appendix E of the Final EIS.  

Regarding a high speed rail layover facility, or a diesel rail storage facility, at Linden Yards, there are no adopted 
plans or funding for either of these facilities. The Council has confirmed with the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation, the authority for passenger rail in the state, that there are no adopted plans for a rail storage 
facility at Linden Yards. Therefore, these facilities will not be evaluated in the cumulative impact assessment 
within the Final EIS, consistent with Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(Council on Environmental Quality [CEQ], 1997). Specifically, a potential high speed rail layover or maintenance 
facility is not included in the Cumulative Effects section of the Final EIS as a reasonably foreseeable action 
because it is not included within any adopted plans nor is it funded; therefore, the use of the land as a potential 
rail storage yard facility is not noted as a “reasonably foreseeable” use. MnDOT’s draft Minnesota GO State Rail 
Plan, which would note all rail and storage facilities within the state of Minnesota, does not include any future 
rail facility in Linden Yards. The City of Minneapolis has no current adopted plans for the Linden Yards facility.  
The City of Minneapolis noted to the Council that any future high speed or commuter rail layover facility will be 
many years in the future, and due to very poor soils and complexities of phasing, any future rail layover facility 
can only occur on distinct land parcel east of the two office towers closest to the Van White station on Linden 
Yards East, and a future rail facility cannot support vertical development. As such, the Final EIS’s land use and 
other analyses are based on the City of Minneapolis’ applicable adopted land use plans, including the Bassett 
Creek Valley Master Plan (2007). That plan designates much of the Linden Yards site as mixed-use, commercial 
and other development, with some park land; the plan recognizes that the site’s current use is industrial.  
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Additionally, a potential high speed rail layover facility or a storage yard at Linden Yards is not included in the No 
Build Alternative because it is not included within an adopted plan nor is it a funded project. 

H.3 Concerns about location of ancillary facilities such as traction power substations (TPSS) 
and signal bungalows  
Summary of Comments: The City of Eden Prairie, City of Minnetonka, City of Minneapolis, and others 
commented that the locations of TPSS should be selected to optimize development and public access, and that 
visual impacts must be properly mitigated. The EPA stated that TPSS locations should be sited in upland (non-
wetland) locations. 

Response:  The TPSS locations depicted in the Draft EIS had a large siting radius intended to identify general 
TPSS locations. Since then, advancement of the design of the Project has identified specific locations for TPSSs, as 
shown in Appendix E, Preliminary Engineering Plans, in the Final EIS. The proposed sites were located to 
minimize impacts to the surrounding properties. TPSS sites were selected through consultation with applicable 
local jurisdictions. The process of TPSS siting considered the locations of wetlands and other sensitive areas (e.g., 
historic resources) and avoided these areas. The current design alternative completely avoids the direct 
placement of any TPSS within a wetland. However, construction of the required access road to the TPSS located 
near Opus Station will result in a small amount of unavoidable permanent impact to one wetland. The avoidance 
and minimization measures associated with this impact were included in the CWA Section 404 permit 
application. See Appendix D in the Final EIS to access the CWA Section 404 permit application.  

Section 3.7 of the Final EIS describes the Visual Quality and Aesthetics assessment of the Project, including 
elements such as TPSS. The Project has been designed to locate, screen, and design TPSSs and signal bungalows to 
avoid adverse impacts to existing and planned development, as appropriate, and within available budget. The 
Council will continue to coordinate with municipalities on the siting and design of TPSS facilities. 
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I. Concerns about park-and-ride lots and stations 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 160 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning the design of stations, park-and-ride lots, and parking near stations. Those commenters included 
the following: the cities of Eden Prairie, Hopkins, Minneapolis, Minnetonka, and St. Louis Park; the MCWD and 
NMCWD; MnDOT; the Sierra Club; Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce; businesses, community groups, and 
non-profit organizations; and the general public.  

Commenters expressed concern about parking at light rail stations, potential for spillover parking on adjacent 
streets at proposed light rail stations, park-and-ride lot location and size, station design, and station access. 
Comments were related to specific light rail stations, as well as parking near stations in general. Comments on 
specific stations addressed a variety of issues including location, design, traffic impacts, pedestrian and bicycle 
access, on-street and off-street parking, park-and-ride lots, coordination with existing businesses, and future 
development plans.    

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the propose light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The Final EIS is based on the definition of the Project included in Section 
2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities 
that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been 
addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during this process. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council has worked closely with Hennepin County, cities, businesses, 
property owners, community groups and many other stakeholders to address their concerns and comments made 
on the Draft EIS. For example, park-and-ride lots within the City of Minneapolis that were proposed in the Draft 
EIS have been removed from the Project based on concerns described in Theme I.1 below. The design of the 
Project and associated roadway improvements have been adjusted to avoid traffic impacts. Coordination with the 
cities and other jurisdictions has resulted in pedestrian and bicycle improvements with connections to the 
stations and key destinations, residential neighborhoods and trails. As the Project progresses, FTA and the Council 
will continue to work with property owners and communities on specific design issues related to stations and 
park-and-ride lots.  

Section 2.1.2 of the Final EIS describes the project including stations with planned park-and-ride lots and they are 
illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. Exhibit 2.1-2 of the Final EIS illustrates which stations have park-and-
ride lots and which do not.  

I.1 Park-and-Ride Lots and Parking Demand 
Summary of Comments:  The Council and FTA received comments on the Draft EIS concerning opposition to 
park-and-ride lots at particular stations (West Lake, 21st Street, and Penn Stations) due to concerns about 
traffic congestion, impacts to neighborhood character, future development, and visual quality impacts. Those 
commenters included the following: the City of Minneapolis, businesses, community groups, and the general 
public.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS, the three previously proposed park-and-ride lots at stations in 
Minneapolis (West Lake Street, 21st Street and Penn Avenue stations) have been removed from the Project. In 
response to public concerns, the Council completed a park-and-ride study, which determined that there was not 
sufficient demand for park-and-ride facilities at these stations because they will be used primarily by 
neighborhood residents, bus riders transferring to LRT, and people using nearby trails.  

Spillover Parking 
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Summary of Comments: Comments were received concerning park-and-ride lots filling up, resulting in 
transit users parking their cars in the adjacent neighborhoods. Business groups in Eden Prairie asked to 
review station and park-and-ride designs to make sure they allow adequate parking and avoid spillover into 
private properties; for example, the Eden Prairie Town Center Station Park-and-Ride lot should be planned to 
assure adequate parking for park-and-ride users to avoid parking conflicts with other Eden Prairie Center 
businesses.  

Response: The Project description in Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS identifies the Project’s proposed light rail 
stations with park-and-rides, and Table 2.1-1 of the Final EIS shows the number of parking spaces planned for 
each park-and-ride lot.  

Based on the travel demand forecasts completed for the Project (described in Section 4.1 of the Final EIS), the 
total number of park-and-ride lot spaces will meet and exceed the forecasted demand for park-and-ride lot 
parking spaces in the Project’s opening year (2020). However, the travel demand forecasts show a deficit of 
approximately 650 park-and-ride spaces in the Project’s forecast year (2040). This forecast deficit is 
predominantly concentrated at the proposed SouthWest and Beltline Stations, with most (about two-thirds) of 
the deficit occurring at SouthWest Station. 

The Project could lead to indirect impacts related to “spillover” parking in neighborhoods adjacent to proposed 
light rail stations. Spillover parking is unwanted parking by light rail riders in off-street parking lots or at on-
street parking spaces adjacent to a light rail station. Spillover parking can result from a lack of park-and-ride lot 
capacity relative to demand for park-and-ride lot spaces, and can affect both businesses and residences by 
limiting available parking spaces for residents, visitors, customers, and employees. The Council will complete a 
Regional Park-and-Ride System Report on an annual basis to attenuate the impacts related to spillover parking. 
As part of this effort, the Council and Metro Transit will collaborate with regional transit partners, local 
governments, and the MnDOT to conduct an annual regional park-and-ride survey, which tracks facility use and 
emerging travel patterns by park-and-ride users across the region to identify the appropriate mitigation. The 
results of this survey are published in the annual report. In addition, the Council will develop a joint use 
agreement to share parking with SouthWest Transit for the park-and-ride lot adjacent to the station. Spillover 
parking impacts can also be curbed by the local jurisdictions and residents by implementing a “residents parking” 
permit program, which would allow unlimited time parking for residents and visitors of residents.   

Design of park-and-ride lots 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received comments on the Draft EIS concerning the location, 
size and design of park-and-ride facilities. Comments included concerns about traffic and visual impacts on 
adjacent neighborhoods. Those commenters included the City of Eden Prairie, the NMCWD, and the general 
public. The City of Eden Prairie commented on the need for the park-and-ride lots to be sized and designed to 
fit the demand and character of each site, especially at the Golden Triangle and Eden Prairie Town Center 
stations, and asked to be involved in the design process. The City of Minnetonka requested additional study 
into exact park-and-ride locations and potential for parking to be shared with adjacent uses. NMCWD stated 
that park-and-ride lots would be considered impervious surface requiring a permit. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked closely with the cities of Eden Prairie, 
Minnetonka, Hopkins and St. Louis Park, SouthWest Transit, along with stakeholders, to refine the location, size 
and design of the nine park-and-ride facilities that are part of the Project. In general, the proposed light rail 
alignment and station locations were adjusted to provide better connections to local activity centers, while 
avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts, as described in Chapter 2 and Appendix F and illustrated in Exhibit 2.2-5 
as well as Appendix E of the Final EIS. As previously noted, the Council completed a park-and-ride study that 
determined the demand for park-and-ride at each stations. Section 4.1 of the Final EIS describes the travel 
demand model that was used to assess ridership and mode. For additional information about the travel demand 
model, see the Draft Travel Demand Methodology & Forecast, Southwest LRT Technical Report in Appendix C of 
the Final EIS. For the nine stations with park-and-rides, the model informed the size of the park-and-ride. Section 
2.1.1 of the Final EIS describes the project including stations with park-and-rides and Table 2.1-2 of the Final EIS 
identifies the number of spaces planned for each park-and-ride. The project includes changes to increase roadway 
capacity to respond to anticipated demand to use of one or more roadways at a specific location in response to 
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new park-and-ride demand at a new park-and-ride lot. Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS summarize the 
process used to engage the cities in the design adjustment process.  

Table 9.5-1 of the Final EIS provides a list of required permits, approvals and reviews, including those required by 
the NMCWD.  

I.2 Station Design, Access, and Circulation  
Summary of Comments: Commenters noted concerns about the location, size and design of stations, 
including concerns related to visual impacts, accessibility, cost, protection from the elements and bicycle 
facilities. Those commenters included the cities of Eden Prairie, Hopkins, Minneapolis; MnDOT; community 
groups; and the general public.  

The cities of Eden Prairie, Hopkins, Minneapolis; community organizations; and the general public requested 
that access to the stations and transportation networks be designed to handle increases in pedestrian, bicycle 
and automobile traffic near stations. MnDOT commented on the need for passenger drop-off zones at stations 
to avoid traffic back-ups. The City of Minneapolis commented about the need for all five Minneapolis stations 
proposed in the Draft EIS, to be constructed, and for these stations to be designed and built in a way that 
serves all modes of transportation, including people with disabilities. The City of Minneapolis also commented 
on the integration of art into station design. Community groups stated that the effects of freight rail colocation 
on the design of the Wooddale, Beltline, West Lake, 21st Street, and Penn Avenue stations had not been 
adequately analyzed. Commenters expressed concern about the acquisitions that may be required for the 
stations and proposed park-and-ride lots. 

One commenter suggested that proposed light rail stations be connected to the downtown Minneapolis 
skyway system. The City of Eden Prairie commented on the traffic impacts that the proposed activity at the 
stations could generate. The City of St. Louis Park indicated that roadway, bicycle and pedestrian access 
improvements were needed to handle additional circulation in the station areas. The City of Hopkins stated 
that pedestrian improvements were needed, especially between the proposed Downtown Hopkins Station and 
its associated park-and-ride lot, as well as roadway improvements to handle increased traffic and access to the 
Blake Station. The City of Minneapolis commented that light rail stations should be easy to access and safe, and 
that the Project should provide connections to the stations that minimize conflicts between bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Community groups expressed concerns about increased traffic impacts and about the trail 
crossings of the freight rail tracks near West Lake Street and 21st Street Stations. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked closely with Hennepin County, the cities along 
the alignment and the public to design stations that are functional and cost effective, fit with the surrounding 
neighborhoods, provide access to the stations for pedestrians, bicycle, transit users, and drivers; protect 
passengers from the weather and meet the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act. All five proposed 
stations in Minneapolis remain in the Project and the park-and-rides originally proposed for these stations have 
been removed. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the process used to engage the cities and the public in the 
station design process. Section 3.7 and Appendix J, of the Final EIS describes the analysis of visual quality and 
aesthetics impacts and includes a summary of the visual impacts of the Project, including stations. The Council 
worked closely with MnDOT, Hennepin County and the cities to design roadway modifications, add pedestrian 
improvements, and accommodate passenger drop-off or transfer areas that will allow safe crossing of tracks and 
access to the stations. The Project also includes intersection modifications, new traffic signals, changes to existing 
traffic signals, and other traffic management techniques at intersections and at at-grade crossings of roadways. 
Section 4.2 of the Final EIS includes a traffic analysis; Section 4.2.2.2 discusses impacts to local roadway networks. 
Appendix E, Preliminary Engineering Plans, includes a complete list of roadway and intersection modifications 
that will be implemented with the Project and illustrates the roadway improvements and passenger drop-off 
areas at each station. 

Section 4.5 of the Final EIS includes information about the pedestrian and bicycle system, including a detailed 
analysis of the existing pedestrian and bicycle environment, summarized in Table 4.5-1. A complete list of 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements that will be implemented with the Project is also included in in Appendix E. 
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The station design process took into account capital costs as well as costs associated with long-term operations 
and maintenance. As described in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, the Council removed public art from the Project 
scope in July 2015; however, the Council has continued to work closely with each of the cities along the line on the 
design of stations so that each station is integrated with the surrounding environment and community. Chapter 7 
of the Final EIS includes a financial analysis of the Project, including capital costs associated with the stations, as 
shown in in Table 7.1-1. See Theme T for response to other comments related to cost. 

In regards to comments that the Project should connect to the downtown skyway system, passengers will have 
access via the METRO Green Line. Passengers will be able to continue riding LRT to the Nicollet Mall Station and 
access the skyway system through nearby buildings.  

See Theme P for responses to comments regarding transportation system effects, and Theme R for responses to 
comments related to safety. 

Transit oriented development  

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received comments on the Draft EIS supporting Transit 
Oriented Development around stations. Those commenters included: the City of Minneapolis, the Sierra Club, 
community organizations, and the general public.  

The Sierra Club commented that station area planning should include multi-use, sustainable and compact 
development. The City of Minneapolis encouraged the other cities along the corridor to take advantage of the 
development potential around light rail stations and stated that pedestrian improvements and feeder bus 
routes should be used to promote access, instead of relying solely on park-and-rides. Some community groups 
expressed support for development at all proposed light rail stations, except the 21st Street Station. 

Response: To coordinate station area planning efforts with the development of the Project’s station and 
infrastructure plans, the Council worked with Hennepin County, the cities along the line, and community and 
community groups through the Southwest LRT Community Works program and joint advisory committees. 
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the process used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods 
in the planning and design processes.  

Section 3.1 of the Final EIS includes a summary of existing and planned land uses along the alignment. While 
development and redevelopment is regulated by local jurisdictions and driven by regional and local economic 
conditions, light rail lines can increase the speed and intensity of development (within the limits allowed by local 
comprehensive plans), particularly in areas surrounding proposed stations. To fully leverage this development 
potential and to support local land use goals, Hennepin County, in partnership with the Cities of Eden Prairie, 
Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, Edina and Minneapolis, undertook a station area planning effort. The 
resulting Southwest Corridor Investment Framework (Hennepin County, 2013) identifies short-term and long- 
term infrastructure needs and land use plans for the Project station areas. These station area plans are intended 
to help coordinate the Project design with the plans and decisions of local jurisdictions and adjacent property 
owners. The Framework identifies potential redevelopment plans for all of the stations along the line except 21st 
Street Station. 

Individual Stations  

Summary of Comments: Multiple comments dealt with more detailed design issues such as requesting a shift in 
the alignment, the location of a station or access to a particular business or planned project. These comments are 
addressed below and fall into the general categories of station location and design, local access, track layout and 
design, trail design and access, and construction impacts. 

Mitchell Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed concern about property acquisition and traffic impacts.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, Mitchell Station has been removed from the Project (see Theme F 
and Section 2.2 of the Final EIS for additional information). Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS describes the Project and 
includes a list of proposed stations. 

SouthWest Station  
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Summary of Comments: The City of Eden Prairie commented on the need to coordinate with SouthWest 
Transit through the Preliminary Engineering phase, suggested that additional parking should be provided by a 
parking structure rather than in a surface lot, and expressed concern over traffic impacts within the station 
site and on nearby public streets. The Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce and other commenters stated 
concerns about parking needs and traffic impacts. SouthWest Station LLC had additional concerns specific to 
this station about wetland impacts, access during construction, property acquisition, property values and 
noise and vibration impacts. Other commenters expressed the need for better pedestrian, bicycle, and motor 
vehicle access and parking facilities for the SouthWest Station. Concern regarding the lack of space to expand 
around SouthWest Station was mentioned and their preferred option would be land for across Prairie Center 
Drive or at the Eden Prairie Center regional mall. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked closely with the City of Eden Prairie, business 
groups, and the public to minimize impacts and design a station that serves the needs of both light rail and bus 
customers. Section 2.2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives considered, including changes to the 
alignment in Eden Prairie. The proposed light rail alignment and the design of SouthWest Station were adjusted 
to provide better connections to local activity centers, while avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts. The design 
adjustments are described in Chapter 2 and Appendix F and as illustrated in Exhibit 2.2-10 and Appendix E of the 
Final EIS.  

The Council worked closely with the City of Eden Prairie, SouthWest Transit and the business community to refine 
the location, size and design of the SouthWest Station park-and-ride structure. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the process used to engage the cities in the technical issue resolution and design process.  

The Council conducted detailed noise and vibration analyses since publication of the Draft EIS. There are no 
moderate or severe noise impacts, or vibration impacts, anticipated in the SouthWest Station area. See sections 
3.12 and 3.13, and Appendix K, in the Final EIS for information about the noise and vibration analyses, including 
noise impacts and measures to mitigate noise impacts.   

Section 3.4 of the Final EIS and Exhibit 3.4-1 identify the property acquisitions anticipated for implementation of 
the Project. Section 3.3.3.1 of the Final EIS summarizes community impacts associated with property acquisitions 
and Table 3.3-12 identifies property acquisitions needed in Eden Prairie by the station area. SouthWest Station 
will result in full property acquisition of one business. Other partial acquisitions of property will result in loss of 
parking stalls that will be replaced in the structured parking facilities serving both the businesses around 
SouthWest Station and the Project. Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS includes detailed discussion of the improvements 
within the City of Eden Prairie. These acquisitions are not anticipated to change the overall land use of the 
surrounding areas or result in any residential displacements. All property will be acquired in compliance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Relocation Act), FTA’s 
Circular 5010.1D, Grants Management, and Minn. Stat. 117. Any businesses or persons displaced from the 
property will be compensated in accordance with provisions of the Uniform Relocation Act and Minn. Stat. 117. 
Relocation benefits will be available, under the provisions of the Uniform Relocation Act and Minn. Stat. 117, for 
displaced businesses and non-profit organizations including moving costs, tangible personal property loss as a 
result of relocation or discontinuance of operations, reestablishment expenses, and costs incurred in finding a 
replacement site. 

The Project will result in short-term impacts during construction including potential increases in noise levels, 
dust, traffic congestion, visual changes, and increased difficulty accessing commercial and other uses, and some 
businesses may experience economic hardship during the construction period. It is anticipated that construction-
related detours will affect SouthWest Transit bus routes. In order to minimize short-term impacts, the Council has 
developed a Construction Communication Plan. The purpose of the Construction Communication Plan is to 
prepare project-area residents, businesses, and commuters for construction; listen to their concerns; and develop 
plans to minimize harmful or disruptive effects. See Section 3.2.4 for more information on the Construction 
Communication Plan and mitigation measures for short-term impacts. Potential mitigation measures for visual 
quality, noise, vibration, and traffic impacts are discussed in Sections 3.7, 3.12, 3.13, and 4.2, respectively. 

Eden Prairie Town Center Station 
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Summary of Comments:  Commenters requested that the LRT alignment and Eden Prairie Town Center 
Station be moved closer to the Town Center and Eden Prairie Center mall and minimized to allow for new 
development. The City of Eden Prairie suggested relocating the Technology Drive alignment (as proposed in 
the Draft EIS) to avoid adverse impacts to specific businesses along the route and to provide pedestrian access 
to the station. Further, the City of Eden Prairie indicated that a new road may be necessary to provide access 
to the proposed station and, as proposed, the Eden Prairie Town Center Station location on Technology Drive 
creates conflicts with surrounding businesses. Businesses supported the proposal by the City of Eden Prairie 
to relocate the Eden Prairie Town Center Station to the southeast off of Technology Drive and closer to Eden 
Prairie Center. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked closely with the City of Eden Prairie and the 
business community to adjust the LRT alignment in order to minimize impacts and locate the station (without a 
park-and-ride lot) closer to the Eden Prairie Town Center. The Eden Prairie Town Center Station and associated 
roadway improvements are deferred and are not expected to be in place when the Project opens in 2020. The 
station and associated roadway improvements are planned to be in place by 2040. The adjusted station location 
was incorporated into the Project in order to provide closer access to the activity centers north and south of 
Singletree Lane, based on the city’s request for a more centrally located and walkable Eden Prairie Town Center 
Station. This design adjustment is consistent with the light rail alignment shown in the city’s officially adopted 
Major Center Area Study (2006) (shown as LRT Alternative B) and Comprehensive Guide Plan (2009) and is the 
city’s adopted route. Section 2.2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives considered, including changes to the 
alignment in Eden Prairie. See Appendix E of the Final EIS for an illustration of the adjusted LRT alignment and 
the location of Eden Prairie Town Center Station.  

Golden Triangle Station 

Summary of Comments: The City of Eden Prairie asked that the park-and-ride at the Golden Triangle Station 
be minimized to allow for redevelopment.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked closely with the City of Eden Prairie and 
property owners, to design parking and road improvements. The Golden Triangle Station park-and-ride lot is 
located where there is currently surface parking, minimizing the footprint of the park-and-ride lot. The Council 
also included the city’s West 70th Street extension project in the Southwest LRT Project to provide access to the 
station and park-and-ride lot.  

Section 4.2 of the Final EIS includes detailed information regarding changes to roadways and traffic, Section 4.3 
of the Final EIS includes a description of park-and-ride facilities and Appendix E of the Final EIS illustrates the 
roadway improvements and park-and-ride facilities that will occur as part of the project.  

See response to Theme P for response to other comments related to traffic impacts and Subtheme I.1 for response 
to comments regarding the sizing of park-and-ride facilities.  

City West Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed concerns about connectivity between the proposed City 
West Station and the UnitedHealth Group development, as well as visual impacts, related to the raised station 
platform and alignment. Commenters raised concerns about coordination with the Shady Oak Road 
reconstruction project (being completed by others, UnitedHealth Group and the City of Eden Prairie), and 
overlap between the third phase of the development and the Project.  

Response:  The Council worked closely with the City of Eden Prairie and UnitedHealth Group to integrate the 
proposed City West Station and its park-and-ride lot into the plans for the development. Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, development has proceeded and several buildings are now complete and occupied. The City West 
Station will be at-grade (versus elevated as included in the Draft EIS) and the design of the Project has been 
adjusted to include a shallow light rail tunnel under Highway 62, just west of the City West Station; this design 
adjustment avoids the connectivity issues caused by a raised station platform and minimizes visual quality 
impacts. Appendix E of the Final EIS illustrates the location of the proposed light rail station, park-and-ride, 
alignment, tunnel under Highway 62, and future development footprint adjacent to the City West Station.  
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Opus Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed concern about access to Opus Station. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council has worked closely with the City of Minnetonka on 
roadway design. Roadway and intersection improvements will be made to Bren Road West, Bren Road East, and 
Yellow Circle Drive. Trail improvements will also be made in the vicinity of Opus Station. Sections 4.2 and 4.5 of 
the Final EIS include detailed information about changes to roadways and trails, respectively. Appendix E of the 
Final EIS illustrates the location of the station and the roadway, trail and pedestrian facilities that will be made 
to provide access to the station. See Theme P for responses to comments on transportation impacts. 

Shady Oak Station  

Summary of Comments: A comment from the general public suggested that the cities of Minnetonka and 
Hopkins work together to plan for future land uses around Shady Oak Station. The City of Hopkins asked for 
additional access points to the station along 17th Avenue, 47th Street, and 5th Street/K-Tel Drive, as well as a 
connection for the nearby Westbrooke neighborhood. Hopkins also asked that the park-and-ride lots be 
designed to support future development opportunities and to accommodate demand. The City of Minnetonka 
expressed concern regarding station access because the land surrounding the station is controlled by private 
property owners. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with Hennepin County, and cities of 
Minnetonka and Hopkins through the Southwest LRT Community Works program to coordinate station area 
planning efforts with the development of the Project’s station and infrastructure plans, including extension of 
17th Avenue with pedestrian improvements which connects 5th Street/K-Tel drive and Excelsior Blvd to the 
proposed park-and-ride lots. The Project does not include an access point from West 47th Street. The connections 
from the 17th Avenue extension provide public access from the existing transportation system to and from the 
proposed park-and-ride lots, which addresses the City of Minnetonka concerns about station access due to private 
property surrounding the station Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the process used to engage the County, 
cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design processes.  

Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 of the Final EIS includes detailed information regarding changes to roadways and traffic 
impacts, park-and-ride facilities and pedestrian improvements, respectively. Appendix E of the Final EIS 
illustrates the roadway and pedestrian improvements and park-and-ride facilities that will occur as part of the 
Project.  

Section 3.3.3.1 of the Final EIS summarizes community impacts, including those caused by property acquisitions 
and displacements. Table 3.3-14 summarizes property acquisitions needed near Shady Oak Station, including full 
acquisition of seven industrial parcels (30 acres) and partial acquisition of 12 industrial, commercial, and 
residential parcels (50 acres). These acquisitions are not anticipated to change the overall land use of the 
surrounding areas. Section 3.4 of the Final EIS illustrates the location of each property identification and 
property identification for those parcels.  

See Theme P for responses to other comments related to traffic impacts and Subtheme I.1 above for response to 
comments regarding the sizing of park-and-ride facilities.  

Downtown Hopkins Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters suggested the station could become a gateway to Downtown Hopkins. 
The City of Hopkins expressed concern about the light rail parking facility detracting from the economic 
vitality of the nearby historic downtown if used only by commuters. The City of Hopkins also suggested a 
shared parking facility north of 8th Avenue and 1st Street South that would be used as a destination station 
and contribute to the redevelopment plans for the Hopkins downtown area. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with Hennepin County and the City of Hopkins 
through the Southwest LRT Community Works program to coordinate station area planning efforts with the 
development of the Project’s station and infrastructure plans. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the process 
used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design processes.  
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The location of the Downtown Hopkins Station, and the design of the associated public plaza, pedestrian 
improvements, and park-and-ride facility have been coordinated with the City of Hopkins master plans to create a 
pedestrian-friendly connection between the light rail station and historic Main Street. The existing park-and-ride 
lot will be closed to accommodate the station and a public plaza. A new park-and-ride lot will be constructed as 
part of the Project, in the northwest quadrant of the intersection between Excelsior Boulevard and 8th Avenue 
South. Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 of the Final EIS includes detailed information regarding changes to roadways and 
traffic impacts, park-and-ride facilities and pedestrian improvements, respectively. Appendix E of the Final EIS 
illustrates the station, roadway and pedestrian improvements, and park-and-ride facilities that will occur as part 
of the Project. 

Blake Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concerns about impacts to traffic and existing businesses, 
especially the non-profit organization called 43 Hoops. Other comments were concerned about pedestrian 
access; one comment suggested locating the station on the south side of the freight rail tracks to improve 
pedestrian access. The City of Hopkins stated its preference for the park-and-ride not to be located on the 43 
Hoops property, and suggested that the park-and-ride facility be incorporated into a transit oriented 
development project, and also asked for pedestrian improvements across Blake Road. The MCWD provided 
information about the redevelopment of 325 Blake Road (stormwater management and community 
greenspace that could provide stormwater management for the Blake Station Area) and stated interest in 
collaborating to explore interaction of the redevelopment with the Project. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with Hennepin County, the City of Hopkins and 
adjacent businesses and residents to minimize impacts and improve pedestrian access. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the process used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design 
processes.  

As a result of this coordination, the location of the proposed Blake Station was shifted from north of the light rail 
and freight rail tracks to the south, and the station will be located west of Blake Road with access to the park-
and-ride from a new full intersection at Pierce Avenue and Excelsior Boulevard. The Project will not require the 
relocation of 43 Hoops. The design also includes pedestrian and trail improvements to provide safe access to the 
station, including an underpass under Blake Road for the regional trail. The location of the park-and-ride facility 
has been reviewed and approved by City of Hopkins staff. Refer to Appendix E for the preliminary engineering 
plans.  

Section 4.2 of the Final EIS includes detailed traffic analysis including Subsection 4.2.2.2 that looks at impacts to 
the local roadway network. The analysis shows that no intersections that would operate at level of service (LOS) 
A to D under the No Build Alternative will operate at LOS E or F under the Project. The LOS of the intersection of 
Blake Road and LRT/freight rail, adjacent to 43 Hoops, is not expected to change in 2040 (the forecast year). The 
LOS of the intersection of Blake Road and 2nd Street NE, adjacent to 43 Hoops, is expected to change from LOS B 
to LOS C in 2040 (the forecast year). 

Appendix E includes a complete list of roadway and intersection modifications that will be implemented with the 
Project in the Roadway Improvements Table and Preliminary Engineering Plans found in Appendix E. Section 4.5 
of the Final EIS discusses the pedestrian and bicycle system, including a detailed analysis of the existing 
pedestrian and bicycle environment, summarized in Table 4.5-1 of the Final EIS. A complete list of pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements that will be implemented with the Project is also included in in Appendix E (Table E.3). See 
Theme P for response to comments regarding transportation system effects. 

The Council has also worked closely with the cities and watershed districts to identify necessary permits. Chapter 
9 of the Final EIS summarizes the process used to engage the cities in the technical resolution and design process 
for stormwater mitigation. Section 9.3.2 of the Final EIS describes coordination with other jurisdictions and 
agencies including watershed districts. Table 9.5-1 of the Final EIS provides a list of required permits, approvals 
and reviews, including stormwater permits required by the MCWD. At the time the Project will seek a stormwater 
permit from MCWD, the permit will note the necessary capacity required for the station relative to the available 
capacity.   
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Louisiana Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters included the City of St. Louis Park, the MCWD, and the general public. 
One commenter raised concerns about incompatible land uses near the proposed Louisiana Station and noise 
impacts to Park Nicollet Methodist Hospital. The City of St. Louis Park asked that an alternative alignment for 
light rail and an alternative location for Louisiana Station be evaluated. The MCWD provided information 
about a separate project to realign Minnehaha Creek, which could include stormwater management for the 
Louisiana Station area and pedestrian and bicycle improvements. MCWD stated interest in collaborating to 
explore the interaction between the creek realignment with the Project 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with the City of St. Louis Park and adjacent 
businesses to refine the location of the station, minimize impacts, and improve pedestrian access to Park Nicollet 
Methodist Hospital. The Council has also worked with Hennepin County, the city and the business community 
through the Southwest LRT Community Works program and joint advisory committees to coordinate station area 
planning efforts with the development of the Project’s infrastructure and station plans. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the process used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design 
processes. 

The Project has advanced the design of Louisiana Station to be compatible with the surrounding communities. 
Table 3.1-4 in the Final EIS summarized the Project’s compatibility with adopted land use plans and policies. The 
City of St. Louis Park Comprehensive Plan; Elmwood Area Land Use, Transit, and Transportation Study; and 
Connect the Park! Plan are each compatible with the Project. Section 2.2 of the Final EIS summarizes the 
alternatives considered; Section 2.2.4 summarizes changes made in St. Louis Park and Minneapolis related to 
freight rail location that impacted the light rail design and station locations. Louisiana Station has been moved 
southward with the park-and-ride moved south of the station. Appendix E of the Final EIS illustrates the location 
of the freight rail tracks, light rail tracks, station, park-and-ride and pedestrian improvements that will occur as 
part of the Project.  

The Council conducted a detailed noise analysis since publication of the Draft EIS. No noise impacts were 
identified to Park Nicollet Methodist Hospital. Section 3.12 of the Final EIS provides a summary of the noise 
analysis, identified impacts and mitigation strategies; Appendix K of the Final EIS provides details and supporting 
documentation.  

The Council also worked closely with the cities and watershed districts to identify necessary permits. Section 9.3.2 
of the Final EIS describes coordination with other jurisdictions and agencies including watershed districts. Table 
9.5-1 of the Final EIS provides a list of required permits, approvals and reviews, including stormwater permits 
needed by the MCWD. At the time the Project will seek a stormwater permit from MCWD, the permit will note the 
necessary capacity required for the station relative to the available capacity. 

Wooddale Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concerns about safety and traffic impacts focused on the 
intersection of the tracks, trail, and roadway.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with the City of St. Louis Park and Hennepin 
County to minimize impacts and improve pedestrian access in station areas. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the process used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design 
processes.  

Wooddale Station will be located south of the freight rail tracks and east of Wooddale Avenue and the Project 
includes pedestrian improvements that will provide access to the residential and mixed use development in this 
area. The park-and-ride lot, as proposed in the Draft EIS, has been removed. The Project includes a trail 
underpass under Wooddale Avenue, which will allow trail users to cross the intersection without having to cross 
vehicular traffic. LRT and freight rail alignments will cross Wooddale Avenue at-grade. Section 4.2 of the Final 
EIS summarizes the planned roadway improvements and traffic analysis. Section 4.5 of the Final EIS includes 
information regarding the pedestrian and bicycle system. A complete list of roadway, pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements that will be implemented with the Project is included in in Appendix E. 
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Beltline Station  

Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concerns about incompatible land uses and traffic impacts 
around Beltline Station. The City of St Louis Park suggested that the station should be moved south to be more 
convenient to nearby development and potential transit users. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with the City of St. Louis Park to adjust the 
design of the station, minimize impacts and improve pedestrian access to adjacent businesses and destinations. 
The Council has also worked with Hennepin County, the city and the business community through the Southwest 
LRT Community Works program and joint advisory committees to coordinate the station area planning efforts 
with the development of the Project’s infrastructure and station plans. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the 
process used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design processes. 

While the proposed Beltline Station remains in approximately the same location as evaluated in the Draft EIS, 
modifications have been made to the supporting facilities. The park-and-ride location has moved from the south 
side of the freight rail tracks to the north side, and new Project elements have been added, including: a new 
grade-separated trail bridge at Beltline Boulevard; bike lanes and sidewalks to the west side of Beltline 
Boulevard; and access improvements for motor vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists.  

Table 3.1-4 in the Final EIS summarizes the Project’s compatibility with adopted land use plans and policies. The 
City of St. Louis Park Comprehensive Plan; Elmwood Area Land Use, Transit, and Transportation Study; and 
Connect the Park! Plan are each compatible with the Project. 

Section 4.2 of the Final EIS includes a detailed traffic analysis. Subsection 4.2.2.2 evaluates impacts to the local 
roadway network. A complete list of roadway and intersection modifications that will be implemented with the 
Project is included in the Roadway Improvements Table and the Preliminary Engineering Plans, found in 
Appendix E. Chapter 10 of the Final EIS also describes the potential Beltline Station joint development project. 

West Lake Station  

Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed a variety of concerns about traffic congestion, parking, bike 
and pedestrian access, availability of a passenger drop-off area, multimodal connections, noise, light pollution, 
community character, loss of vegetation, visual impacts, and business impacts. A commenter suggested putting 
the station below grade. Several comments were received on the park-and-ride facility at this station both in 
support and in opposition. Several commenters expressed concerns about construction impacts. In addition to 
the above concerns, a number of community groups stated opposition to the acquisition of property with 
existing multifamily housing to accommodate the Project.  

The MPRB commented on the need for the Project to complete a comprehensive multi-modal circulation 
analysis, including impacts to Grand Rounds parkways and trails. The City of Minneapolis expressed support for 
vertical circulation between the station and the Lake Street Bridge, and for pedestrian improvements connected to the 
station. Minneapolis also suggested that development potential at West Lake Street should be considered when 
determining the exact location of the West Lake Station. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with Hennepin County, the City of Minneapolis, 
the MPRB, adjacent neighborhoods, property owners and residents to minimize impacts, address concerns and 
provide pedestrian and bike access to the station. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the process used to 
engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design processes. 

The design of West Lake Station has advanced in coordination with agency and public input. The station will be 
at grade, approximately 25 feet below and immediately south of the bridge carrying West Lake Street, with stairs 
and an elevator connecting the station and West Lake Street. Freight rail modifications under LRT 3A-1 (co-
location) have been adjusted since publication of the Draft EIS, including minor changes to the location of the 
freight rail tracks in the Kenilworth Corridor to accommodate the proposed light rail tunnel and at-grade 
alignment. Section 2.2 of the Final EIS summarizes the alternatives considered and Section 2.2.4 summarizes 
changes made in St. Louis Park and Minneapolis related to freight rail that impacted the light rail design and 
station locations. Appendix E in the Final EIS illustrates freight rail modifications. The proposed park-and-ride lot 
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at West Lake Street Station has been removed from the Project in response to comments received (see theme I.1 
for additional information). 

Roadway and pedestrian improvements will provide access to the station via Chowen Avenue South and Abbott 
Avenue South, which will accommodate passenger drop-offs and bus transfers, as well as via West Lake Street. 
The Project also includes a variety of bicycle and pedestrian safety and access improvements associated with, and 
in the vicinity of, West Lake Station. Section 4.5 of the Final EIS summarizes pedestrian and bicycle improvements 
and a complete list of pedestrian and bicycle improvements that will be implemented with the Project is also 
included in in Appendix E. 

The Council also worked closely with MnDOT, Hennepin County, and the City of Minneapolis to design roadway 
modifications, add pedestrian improvements and accommodate passenger drop-offs or transfers from buses. 
Section 4.2 of the Final EIS includes detailed traffic analysis; Section 4.2.2.2 discusses impacts to local roadway 
networks. The Project is not expected to change the LOS at the intersections of West Lake Street/Drew Avenue or 
West Lake Street/Market Plaza. Appendix E of the Final EIS illustrates the roadway improvements that will occur 
as part of the Project. Further, the Council, City of Minneapolis, MPRB, and Hennepin County participated in the 
West Lake Multimodal Transportation Study, completed in February 2016. The goal of the study was to identify 
opportunities to address non-motorized and motorized travel within the West Lake LRT Station area with 
projects that can be implemented as a part of the construction of the Southwest LRT or as part of other capital 
initiatives. The study report includes Green Line Design Recommendations that have been incorporated into the 
Project, including enhanced crosswalk markings at specific intersections, and wayfinding signage. See Theme E.1 
for additional information about the West Lake Multimodal Study. See Themes E.2 and E.7 for responses to 
comments in regard to concerns about pedestrian and bicycle within the Kenilworth Corridor.   

The Council continued the noise analysis since publication of the Draft EIS and incorporated measures to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate most of the impacts. Section 3.12 of the Final EIS provides a summary of the noise analysis, 
identified impacts and mitigation strategies; Appendix K of the Final EIS provides details and supporting 
documentation. See Theme E.2 in this appendix for the response to comments about noise impacts in the 
Kenilworth Corridor.  

The Council worked with Hennepin County and the City of Minneapolis through the Southwest LRT Community 
Works program and joint advisory committees to coordinate the station area planning efforts with the 
development of the Project’s infrastructure and station plans. According to the Transitional Station Area Action 
Plans for the Southwest LRT Corridor, the West Lake Station area has strong redevelopment potential due to its 
favorable demographics, sense of place, and nearby amenities like the Midtown Greenway, Kenilworth Trail, Lake 
Calhoun, and Lake of the Isles. The station area has a high population base and high household incomes, both 
factors that favor development. 

The Council worked with the City of Minneapolis and adjacent neighborhoods to address concerns about loss of 
vegetation, community character, light pollution and visual impacts. Section 3.7 of the Final EIS includes an 
analysis of visual impacts both north and south of West Lake Station. Details and renderings showing the 
anticipated changes are included in Appendix J of the Final EIS and continue to be advanced as part of the 
ongoing design of the Project. Since the Draft EIS was published, modifications to the Project and the 
advancement of station designs have reduced the potential for light impacts.  

In the areas along the Kenilworth Corridor where the LRT will be at-grade, the proposed measures to mitigate 
light pollution impacts include screening views to and from sensitive viewpoints (e.g. adjacent residential areas). 
At West Lake Station the impacts of the new lighting areas will be attenuated by use of lighting fixtures with full 
shielding that direct the light only to the areas where it is required, and which prevent light spill and glare effects. 
The headlights on the fronts of the LRT vehicles have highly focused beams that direct the light downward onto 
the track straight ahead and do not project light out into the surrounding environment. See Section 3.7.4 in the 
Final EIS for visual quality mitigation measures. Within the Kenilworth Corridor, including the West Lake Station 
area, the Council developed a landscape design that preserves and builds upon the natural character of the 
corridor, where applicable and appropriate.  
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The Project will result in short-term impacts to some existing businesses. Short-term impacts include potential 
increases in noise levels, dust, traffic congestion, visual changes, and increased difficulty accessing commercial 
and other uses, and some businesses may experience economic hardship during the construction period. Potential 
mitigation measures for visual quality, noise, vibration, and traffic impacts are discussed in Sections 3.7, 3.12, 
3.13, and 4.2, respectively. In order to minimize short-term impacts to businesses, the Council has developed a 
Construction Communication Plan. The purposes of the Construction Communication Plan are to prepare project-
area residents, businesses, and commuters for construction; listen to their concerns; and develop plans to 
minimize harmful or disruptive effects. See Section 3.2.4 for more information on the Construction 
Communication Plan and mitigation measures for short-term impacts. Table 3.3-16 in the Final EIS describes 
impacts to community facilities, community character, and community cohesion around station areas within 
Minneapolis. Residential property acquisitions have been minimized from the Draft EIS, which included 
acquisition of 57 townhome parcels and three single family homes within the Kenilworth Corridor. The Project 
has minimized these impacts to include partial acquisition of 11 commercial and railroad parcels (1.0 acre) 
within the West Lake Station area. These acquisitions are not anticipated to change the overall land use of the 
surrounding areas. The proposed light rail stations have the potential to support development or redevelopment 
that will likely change the existing land use patterns within approximately one-half mile of station areas under 
current plans and policies. Within the West Lake Station area there will be a net loss of 80 on-street parking 
spaces (loss of 97 at one location and addition of 17 at another location). Loss of parking will not adversely affect 
surrounding neighborhoods because there will be adequate parking supply to meet the needs of the existing land 
uses (see Section 4.3.3 for more information on parking impacts).See Section 4.3 of the Final EIS for discussion of 
impacts and mitigation to address parking concerns.  

21st Street Station 

Summary of Comments: Commenters expressed a variety of concerns about traffic congestion, parking, 
bicycle and pedestrian access, passenger drop-off areas, noise, vibration, visual impacts, and property values. 
Comments on the park-and-ride facility proposed in the Draft EIS included two in support and more than 20 in 
opposition. One commenter suggested putting the station below grade. Several comments raised concerns 
over impacts to wildlife, natural areas, historic features and the tranquil character of the Kenilworth Corridor. 
Comments dealt with concerns about safety and security, including concerns over increased crime between 
the station and the beach and increased emergency response times.  

The MPRB commented on park ownership of property on the west side of the track at 21st Street and noted 
that the station would provide access to Cedar Lake East Beach and trails or footpaths.  

A number of comments questioned whether the station was needed or whether a sufficient number of people 
would use this station to justify its construction. The City of Minneapolis commented that the 21st Street 
Station is in a stable, predominately single-family neighborhood adjacent to East Cedar Beach on Cedar Lake; 
Minneapolis views this station as a walk-up station that provides residents with access to the regional transit 
system and enables people from all over the region to access the nearby regional park and trails.  

Response:  See Subtheme I.1 for response to comments related to opposition to park-and-rides in Minneapolis. See 
Master Response 16 in Appendix M for response to comments about 21st Street Station.  

Penn Station  

Summary of Comments: Commenters gave support for Penn Station and requested that pedestrian, transit, 
and bicycle connections to the station from north Minneapolis and from the park and trail system be 
incorporated into the design, as well as stated concerns related to passenger drop-off areas and the design of 
the vertical circulation and pedestrian bridge connecting the station to Penn Avenue. Comments were also 
received about the potential for development around the station.  

The City of Minneapolis stated that it views Penn Station as primarily a walk-up and bus transfer station, and 
that it supported vertical circulation and sidewalk network connections to the station. Community groups and 
non-profit organizations expressed their support for Penn Station. 
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Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with Hennepin County, the City of Minneapolis, 
the MPRB, adjacent neighborhoods, and residents to minimize impacts, address concerns and provide pedestrian 
and bike connections to the station from neighborhoods to the north of the station as well as from trails. Chapter 9 
of the Final EIS summarizes the process used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the 
planning and design processes. 

Based on strong public support, Penn Station is included as part of the Project. Penn Station will be located 
immediately south of the I-394/Penn Avenue South interchange; this site has not changed substantially since the 
Draft EIS. However, improvements have been incorporated, including the addition of pedestrian connections and 
passenger drop-off. Since publication of the Draft EIS, the proposed park-and-ride lot at Penn Avenue Station was 
removed from the Project. In response to public concerns, the Council completed a park-and-ride study, which 
determined that there was not demand for a park-and-ride at this station because it will be used primarily by 
neighborhood residents, transit riders transferring between bus and LRT, and people using nearby trails. Section 
4.3 of the Final EIS summarizes the parking analysis including park-and-rides. See Subtheme I.1 for response to 
comments related to opposition to park-and-rides in Minneapolis.  

The proposed Penn Station will provide access to, and a connection between, neighborhoods on either side of the 
LRT alignment. Improvements that will be made as part of the project to provide connections to neighborhoods to 
the north include a bus transfer location and sidewalk improvements on both sides of Penn Avenue to a block 
north of I-394 and on the south side of Wayzata Boulevard. The Cedar Lake Trail will be at-grade where it crosses 
over the existing freight rail tracks in the Kenilworth Corridor and the light rail tracks immediately to the east of 
the freight rail tracks near Penn Station. A grade-separated pedestrian connection over the existing freight rail 
tracks in the Kenilworth Corridor and the Wayzata Subdivision will connect the proposed station to a passenger 
drop-off facility on South Wayzata Boulevard. Sections 4.1 and 4.5 of the Final EIS include information regarding 
the transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements that will be implemented with the Project, and a complete list of 
these improvements is also included in Appendix E. Exhibit 4.1-5 of the Final EIS shows the planned bus 
connections, including Routes 19 and 26 that would provide connections to Penn Station from neighborhoods 
north on Penn Avenue.  

Section 3.1 of the Final EIS includes a summary of the existing and planned land uses along the alignment. While 
development and redevelopment in the land use study area is regulated by the affected local jurisdictions and is 
driven by regional and local economic conditions, light rail lines can accelerate and intensify development, within 
the limits allowed by local comprehensive plans, particularly in areas surrounding proposed stations. To fully 
leverage this development potential and to support local land use goals, Hennepin County, in partnership with the 
Cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, Edina and Minneapolis, undertook a station area 
planning effort. The resulting Southwest Corridor Investment Framework (Hennepin County, 2013) identifies 
short-term and long- term infrastructure needs and land use plans for the Project station areas. These station 
area plans are intended to help coordinate the Project design with the plans and decisions of local jurisdictions 
and adjacent property owners. The Framework identifies potential redevelopment plans for all of the stations 
along the line including Penn Station. 

Van White Station  

Summary of Comments: Comments included requests for vertical circulation connection to the Van White 
Memorial Boulevard Bridge; pedestrian, transit and bike connections to the station from north Minneapolis; 
and connections to the park and trail system. Comments supported keeping the station in the Project because 
it would provide improved transit connections for Minneapolis residents, especially to jobs in the southwest 
part of the region. Several comments were made about the potential for development, including encouraging 
implementation of the Bassett Creek Valley Redevelopment Plan and suggesting that the ridership forecasts 
should take the planned redevelopment into account. A few commenters raised concerns related to the 
potential for incompatible land uses surrounding the station. Multiple commenters raised concerns about the 
potential for a commuter rail maintenance facility (which planning documents not related to the Project have 
shown to the east of the proposed light rail station site) and the need for an environmental assessment.  
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The City of Minneapolis supported vertical circulation and sidewalk network connections and suggested that 
the station location and design support mixed use development in accordance with the Bassett Creek Valley 
Master Plan. 

One commenter stated that it supported Van White Station due to improvements to mobility and 
opportunities for reverse commute, efficiency, quality of life, environmental preservation, and economic 
development.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with Hennepin County, the City of Minneapolis, 
the MPRB, the Bryn Mawr and Harrison neighborhoods, and residents to address concerns and to provide 
pedestrian and bike connections to the station from the adjacent neighborhoods, from the Van White Memorial 
Boulevard Bridge, and from trails. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the process used to engage the County, 
cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design processes. 

Based on strong public support, Van White Station remains in the Project and the station design has advanced as 
part of the Project. Van White Station will be located north of I-394, under the Van White Memorial Boulevard 
Bridge, with bus and vehicle access from Linden Avenue and a vertical circulation tower connecting the station 
and the Van White Memorial Bridge. 

The proposed Van White Station will provide access to neighborhoods north of the station area. Improvements 
that will be made as part of the Project include sidewalk connections to the trails near the station and a 
pedestrian bridge connection to the Luce Line Regional Trail. Sections 4.1 and 4.5 of the Final EIS present 
information about transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements. Exhibit 4.1-5 of the Final EIS shows the planned 
Route 26, which would provide circulator connections between Penn and Van White stations and neighborhoods 
north along on Penn Avenue and Van White Boulevard. A complete list of bus transit, pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements that will be implemented with the Project is included in in Appendix E. 

Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Project advanced the design of Van White Station to be compatible with the 
surrounding communities and with existing and planned land uses. The Council has worked with Hennepin 
County, the City of Minneapolis, adjacent neighborhoods, and the public through the Southwest LRT Community 
Works program and joint advisory committees to coordinate the station location and design with station area 
planning efforts, including the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan.   

The proposed light rail alignment and Van White Station will be northwest of Linden Yards and will not preclude 
the use of portions of the Linden Yards site for a rail storage or maintenance facility, nor will it preclude other 
development from occurring on that site. Conversely, development of Linden Yards (or lack of development of 
Linden Yards) will not preclude the proposed light rail alignment and station, nor would that development cut off 
access to the proposed station. The current design for the Van White Station was included in Appendix G of the 
Supplemental Draft EIS and will be included in Appendix E of the Final EIS.  

Regarding a high speed rail layover facility, or a diesel rail storage facility, at Linden Yards, there are no adopted 
plans or funding for either of these facilities. The Council has confirmed with the MnDOT, the authority for 
passenger rail in the state, that there are no adopted plans for a rail storage facility at Linden Yards. Therefore, 
these facilities will not be evaluated in the cumulative impact assessment within the Final EIS, consistent with 
Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (Council on Environmental Quality 
[CEQ], 1997). Specifically, a potential high speed rail layover or maintenance facility is not included in the 
Cumulative Effects section of the Final EIS as a reasonably foreseeable action because it is not included within any 
adopted plans nor is it funded; therefore, the use of the land as a potential rail storage yard facility is not noted as 
a “reasonably foreseeable” use. The MnDOT’s draft Minnesota GO State Rail Plan, which would note all rail and 
storage facilities within the state of Minnesota, does not include any future rail facility in Linden Yards. The City 
of Minneapolis has no current adopted plans for the Linden Yards facility. The city noted to the Council that any 
future high speed or commuter rail layover facility will be many years in the future, and due to very poor soils and 
complexities of phasing, any future rail layover facility can only occur on distinct land parcel east of the two office 
towers closest to the Van White station on Linden Yards East, and a future rail facility cannot support vertical 
development. As such, the Final EIS’s land use and other analyses are based on the city’s applicable adopted land 
use plans, including the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan (2007). That plan designates much of the Linden Yards 



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-60 
 May 2016 

site as mixed-use, commercial and other development, with some park land; the plan recognizes that the site’s 
current use is industrial.  

Additionally, a potential high speed rail layover facility or a storage yard at Linden Yards is not included in the No 
Build Alternative because it is not included within an adopted plan nor is it a funded project. 

Royalston Station  

Summary of Comments: Commenters stated concerns about traffic congestion, impacts to roads, driveways 
and access to area businesses; and requests for pedestrian connections to area destinations such as the 
Farmers Market and Target Field. The primary road concerns related to truck access and impacts to Holden 
Street, Bolder Avenue, and Royalston Avenue as well as closure of intersections. Several commenters noted 
the potential for development around the station. Seven comments raised concerns about business impacts 
and access during construction. Four comments supported moving the station to Border Avenue so that it 
would be closer to the Farmers Market, and one commenter opposed locating the station on Border Avenue.  

The City of Minneapolis supported keeping the station in the Project to serve the Farmers Market and asked 
that the road impacts, including road closures, be mitigated and requested pedestrian improvements between 
the station and the Farmers Market. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council worked with Hennepin County, the City of Minneapolis, 
the business community and adjacent property owners to address concerns related to traffic and road impacts 
and to design pedestrian improvements that will provide access to area destinations. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS 
summarizes the process used to engage the County, cities and adjacent neighborhoods in the planning and design 
processes. Based on strong public support, the Royalston Station remains in the project and design has advanced as 
part of the project. Royalston Station will be located on the east side of Royalston Avenue between Holden Street and 
5th Avenue.  

The Project includes changes to area roads to accommodate the light rail track and station and maintain access 
to existing businesses. No intersections that would operate at LOS A to D under the No Build Alternative will 
operate at LOS E or F under the Project. The Project will include a new LRT crossing on Glenwood Avenue which 
will operate at LOS A. Section 4.2 of the Final EIS includes detailed information regarding changes to roadways 
and traffic; Table 4.2-2 summarizes the existing conditions and anticipated traffic conditions with the Project. 
Appendix E of the Final EIS illustrates the roadway improvements that will occur as part of the Project.  

Table 3.3-16 in the Final EIS describes impacts to community facilities, community character, and community 
cohesion around station areas within Minneapolis. On-street parking will be removed from Royalston Avenue but 
added to Border Avenue. Changes to on-street parking in the Royalston Station area result in the net loss of 33 
on-street parking spaces (gain of 45 new spaces and loss of 78 spaces). Loss of parking will not adversely affect 
surrounding neighborhoods because there will be adequate parking supply to meet the needs of the existing land 
uses (see Section 4.3.3 for more information on parking impacts). Section 4.3 of the Final EIS discusses impacts to 
parking, and Exhibit 4.3-2 illustrates the long-term direct effect on the supply of on-street parking in the vicinity 
of the proposed light rail alignment, including the Royalston Station area.  

In response to comments regarding need for improvements to provide access from the station to area 
destinations, changes that will be made as part of the Project include sidewalks on both sides of Royalston 
Avenue, Holden Street, and Border Avenue and the block of 5th Avenue between Royalston and 7th Street. Section 
4.5 of the Final EIS includes information regarding pedestrian improvements. A complete list of pedestrian 
improvements that will be implemented with the Project is also included in in Appendix E. 

The Project has advanced the station design to be compatible with the surrounding communities and with 
existing and planned land uses. The Council worked with Hennepin County, the City of Minneapolis, and adjacent 
businesses through the Southwest LRT Community Works program and joint advisory committees to coordinate 
the station location and design with the station area planning efforts. Section 3.1.2.2 of the Final EIS incudes an 
updated Land Use evaluation, including a review of adopted land use plans and policies. 

The proposed Royalston Station location minimizes property acquisitions; no business displacements in the 
Royalston Station Area are anticipated. Section 3.4 of the Final EIS includes information about property 
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acquisition. Appendix E of the Final EIS includes the Preliminary Engineering plans, which show the current 
design and anticipated property acquisitions. 

Section 3.2 of the Final EIS discusses long-term and short-term (construction) impacts on economic activity, 
including local businesses. The proposed light rail stations have the potential to support development or 
redevelopment that will likely change the existing land use patterns within approximately one-half mile of station 
areas under current plans and policies. See Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Final EIS for discussion of impacts and 
mitigation to address traffic congestion and parking concerns, respectively. The Project will result in short-term 
impacts to some existing businesses. Short-term impacts include potential increases in noise levels, dust, traffic 
congestion, visual changes, and increased difficulty accessing commercial and other uses, and some businesses 
may experience economic hardship during the construction period. Potential mitigation measures for visual 
quality, noise, vibration, and traffic impacts are discussed in Sections 3.7, 3.12, 3.13, and 4.2, respectively. In order 
to minimize short-term impacts to business, the Council has developed a Construction Communication Plan. The 
purposes of the Construction Communication Plan are to prepare project-area residents, businesses, and 
commuters for construction; listen to their concerns; and develop plans to minimize harmful or disruptive effects. 
See Section 3.2.4 for more information on the Construction Communication Plan and mitigation measures for 
short-term impacts. 

Target Field Station 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received comments in support of the Interchange station, citing 
reasons such as its multi-modal connections, supporting the economy, reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
increasing mobility.  

Response: Target Field Station was previously known as the Interchange, due to the multi-modal connections 
provided (it was identified as Target Field Station in the Draft EIS). Target Field Station opened for service on 
May 17, 2014. Target Field Station includes a variety of public space, environment, and transportation features, 
including light rail and commuter rail connections, public parking, and bicycle amenities. The Project’s light rail 
alignment will connect to and serve Target Field Station.  
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J. Other specific design concerns 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 10 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning the design of the Project at specific locations not covered elsewhere under this appendix. These 
comments covered areas such as LRT crossings of roadways, or redesign of existing intersections. Those 
commenters included the City of Minnetonka, businesses, community groups, non-profit organizations, and 
the general public.   

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Council developed and 
evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including proposed 
adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the performance of the 
proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the Project’s adverse 
environmental impacts. These comments were taken into consideration by FTA and the Council as the design of 
the Project progressed. The preliminary design plans for the Project are included in Appendix E of the Final EIS.  

As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft 
EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the 
adjustments made during this process. See below for information on how individual topics were addressed.  

J.1 Roadway design outside Project area 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received comments recommending specific improvements to 
City of Minneapolis and Hennepin County roadways outside the West Lake Station area aimed at improving 
overall pedestrian and bicycle circulation. These recommendations were for locations including the 
intersection of Lake Street and Excelsior Boulevard, Lake Street east of Dean Parkway, Market Plaza, and the 
Calhoun Commons shopping center driveways.  

Response:  The recommendations suggested are generally outside the limits of the Southwest LRT project and 
therefore were not incorporated into the design of the Project. However, the Project does include sidewalk 
improvements on each side of West Lake Street from Drew Avenue South, across the West Lake Street bridge to 
Market Plaza, as well as along W 32nd Street, Chowen Avenue South, W 31st Street and Abbott Avenue South.  
Pedestrian intersection improvements (e.g., ADA curb ramps, cross walks, countdown timers and push buttons) 
are included at the intersections of West Lake Street and Drew Avenue South and Market Plaza and at the 
intersections of Excelsior Boulevard and W 32nd Street, List Place, Abbott Avenue South, Market Plaza, and at one 
of the two driveways for the Calhoun Commons shopping center. See Responses I and P for information regarding 
traffic operations and pedestrian and bicycle accommodations in the West Lake Station area.  

J.2 Highway 62 crossing  
Summary of Comments: The City of Minnetonka expressed a preference for an LRT tunnel under Highway 
62, rather than the bridge over Highway 62 that was shown in the Draft EIS. 

Response:  The Project implemented the alternative proposed by the City of Minnetonka. The design of the 
Project has been adjusted to include a shallow tunnel under Highway 62, just south of the proposed Opus Station. 
To the west of City West Station, the light rail alignment will extend north within a proposed cut-and-cover 
tunnel under Highway 62. The tunnel will end at the intersection of Red Circle Drive and Yellow Circle Drive, 
where the alignment will continue north at grade. See Appendix E of the Final EIS for the preliminary engineering 
plans. 

J.3 West 70th Street 
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received comments from businesses expressing concern about 
the design of the LRT crossing of West 70th Street near Golden Triangle Station. The comments noted that the 
design shown in the Draft EIS appeared to require significant amounts of fill, which could have impacts on 
wetlands and access to private property.  
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Response:  The Council incorporated a portion of the City of Eden Prairie’s West 70th Street extension project 
into the design of the Project at the LRT crossing, which is illustrated in the preliminary engineering plans and 
reflected in the Project’s traffic analysis (see Appendix E and Section 4.2 of the Final EIS, respectively). The 
permanent and temporary project limits have been revised since publication of the Draft EIS, reflecting both 
design adjustments and additional design detail. The City of Eden Prairie’s West 70th Street Extension project 
was constructed in 2015, and any wetland mitigation necessary as part of that project was the responsibility of 
the City of Eden Prairie. At West 70th Street, the Project will not result in temporary or permanent impact on 
wetlands. Wetland impacts and mitigation related to the Golden Triangle station are discussed in Section 3.9 of 
the Final EIS and in Theme N.  

The Project’s limits of disturbance are illustrated in the Preliminary Engineering Plans (Appendix E) and are 
reflected in the updated property acquisition analysis in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS. In general, the Project will 
maintain access to businesses during construction and operation of the Project, unless that property or portion of 
the property is acquired by the Project. See Theme M.4 for details on business impacts and compensation for any 
long-term loss in property access. 

J.4 Smetana Road and Feltl Road  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received several comments, including from the City of 
Minnetonka, expressing concern about the design of the intersection of Smetana Road and Feltl Road in 
Minnetonka, as included in the Draft EIS. Concerns included property access impacts, the at-grade LRT 
crossing, and LRT noise (e.g. horns and bells). Some commenters requested that the crossing of Smetana Road 
be included in a train horn quiet zone. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, design of the Project advanced and the Project no longer includes 
an at-grade intersection at the Feltl Road and Smetana Road Intersection. The light rail alignment will be grade 
separated such that the light rail tracks will go under Feltl Road and Smetana Road with the roadways 
maintained on their existing alignments. Existing property access points/driveways on Feltl Road and Smetana 
Road will not change. With the LRT alignment going under Feltl Road and Smetana Road, the Project will avoid a 
conflict between the light rail and traffic on those roads. This design will also eliminate the need for train bells or 
horns and noise from an at-grade gate crossing.   

The design for this area is shown in Appendix E. A description of the process used by the Council to develop and 
evaluate design adjustments since completion of the Draft EIS in December 2012, is included in Section 2.2 and 
Appendix F.   

J.5 Opus Development Area roadways and trails 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received several comments regarding proposed changes to the 
roadway system in the Opus Development area, including from businesses and the City of Minnetonka. The 
Opus roadway system includes a set of one-way loops, and commenters provided suggestions on how to 
change them. There were also comments about the proposed design of the trail system in the Opus area. 

Response: As shown in Appendix E of the Final EIS, roadway configurations for the Opus Station area assume 
that the one-way traffic flow on Red Circle Drive will be reversed from its current direction under a City of 
Minnetonka-led construction contract to be constructed concurrent with the Southwest LRT Project. The Project 
includes access to the Opus Station park-and-ride lot from Bren Road West.  

The preliminary engineering plans in Appendix E also show that all trail connectivity in the Opus area will be 
retained, including the grade separated trail underpasses under roadways. The existing pedestrian underpass at 
Bren Road West (just east of the LRT crossing) will remain and provide direct grade separated connectivity to 
Opus Station for areas north of Bren Road West, as it does in the existing condition.  

J.6 Alignment near Opus Station 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received comments suggesting an alternative alignment for the 
Project between Smetana Road and the Opus Station, which the commenters believed would reduce impacts to 
the Claremont Apartments.  
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Response:  The Council evaluated two alternative LRT alignments along Feltl Road, west of the Claremont 
Apartments, similar to that proposed in the comment. The alternative alignments would generally follow Feltl 
Road, with one being on the west side of the road and one on the east side of the road. The Council’s evaluation 
found that approximately 74 and 113 (for the west side of the road and east side of the road, respectively) 
parking spaces would be eliminated from businesses. Feltl Road would need to be completely reconstructed, and a 
segment of the road would have a steep grade (of up to 8 percent). Two additional at-grade crossings would be 
required, and vehicles entering and leaving parking lots that serve adjacent businesses would be required to cross 
the LRT alignment at-grade. LRT travel times would also be increased by approximately 1.5 minutes because of 
additional curves in the LRT alignment. Based on these factors, these proposed alignments were dropped from 
consideration.   

J.7 Shady Oak Station area 
Summary of Comments: The City of Minnetonka expressed concern about lack of automobile access to the 
Shady Oak Station area and suggested that 17th Avenue may need to be extended. 

Response:  The design of the Project in the area surrounding the proposed Shady Oak Station has been adjusted 
in order to minimize property impacts. Access to the Shady Oak Station will be provided via an extension of 17th 
Avenue South at the intersection with Excelsior Boulevard as suggested, and the proposed 700 stall park-and-ride 
lot at Shady Oak Station will have two entrances and exits from the 17th Street extension.  

J.8 Downtown Hopkins Station area 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received comments suggesting that the Project alignment 
between the Shady Oak station and the Downtown Hopkins station is unnecessarily curved, resulting in slow 
speeds for the LRT. It was recommended that the curves be elevated (banked) or removed to improve travel 
times. 

Response:  The LRT alignment has been modified since the Draft EIS to minimize the number and extent of 
curves while also minimizing impacts to optimize operations. This includes minimizing the curve in the alignment 
west and south of Shady Oak Station to improve LRT operations and minimize potential property impacts (see 
Appendix E). The Project’s design criteria are used to design the track alignment and that document defines 
curvature and super-elevation requirements to be consistent with LRT speeds at various locations on the 
alignment. See Appendix E in the Final EIS for Preliminary Engineering Plans.  

J.9 Intersection of Excelsior Boulevard, Jackson Avenue, and Milwaukee Street 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received comments expressing concern about how the Project 
would impact bicycle and pedestrian movements around the intersection of Excelsior Boulevard, Jackson 
Avenue and Milwaukee Street. Under existing conditions, the intersection is large and challenging to cross by 
bicycle or on foot, due to long crossing distances. 

Response: LRT will cross over this intersection on a bridge, while the freight rail crossing remains at grade. The 
freight rail crossing will be realigned approximately 15 feet south of its current location, resulting in 
modifications to curbs within the intersection. The sidewalk on the northeast side of the intersection will be 
reconstructed at its existing width. Since the Draft EIS was published, the Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail in this 
area has been re-aligned to the north of the Excelsior Boulevard intersection by the TRPD (trail operator). The 
Project will not result in a change in intersection operations for any existing mode and pedestrian crossing 
distances will all remain as they are today.  

J.10 Location of at-grade LRT within Kenilworth Corridor 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received a comment suggesting that the at-grade LRT be 
centered in the Kenilworth Corridor to allow space for the implementation of mitigation measures between 
the LRT and residences on both sides. The comment was specific to the area between Franklin Avenue West 
and West Lake Street. 
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Response: The Project will be within a shallow tunnel between West Lake Street and the Kenilworth Lagoon, 
which will minimize long-term impacts to the Kenilworth Corridor, including visual, noise and vibration impacts 
for residences. North of the lagoon, the Project is at grade and the LRT is approximately in the center of the 
corridor, located between the Kenilworth Trail and the freight rail. See Theme E for further discussion of design 
adjustments and additional analysis for the LRT alignment in the Kenilworth corridor. 

J.11 7th Street North 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received several comments, including one from the City of 
Minneapolis, stating a preference for the Project to cross 7th Street northeast of Royalston Station at-grade, 
rather than the tunnel shown in the Draft EIS or a bridge. 

Response:  The existing Target Field Station was still under development during the preparation of the Draft EIS 
and Conceptual Engineering plans in 2012. Since then, the Council modified the LRT alignment near the Target 
Field Station to incorporate future extensions of the Project and Blue Line Extension (Bottineau LRT), with one 
at-grade and the other elevated. As a result, the tunnel under 7th Street North shown in the Draft EIS was no 
longer feasible. Based on further analysis, including consideration of traffic operations, it was determined that 
Southwest LRT would be elevated over 7th Street and Bottineau LRT would be added later at-grade.  
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K. Concerns about Purpose and Need for the Project 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 15 comments related to the Project’s 
Purpose and Need Statement and the Project’s Goals and Objectives. Those commenters included EPA, STB, 
and the City of Minneapolis. The EPA and STB noted that the Purpose and Need Statement in the Draft EIS was 
not a concise statement of the intended purpose and needs leading to the Project. Further, the EPA requested 
that Project Needs be addressed in Chapter 1, before the Project Purpose. The City of Minneapolis commented 
that they felt the Draft EIS accurately describes why the Project is needed. Some commenters supported 
specific elements of the Purpose and Need Statement or suggested that specific Goals and Objectives be 
modified or deleted. Commenters suggested using 2010 U.S. census data, instead of 2000 U.S. census data, in 
the Purpose and Need chapter, where possible. Other proposed changes to the chapter included adding a 
reference to the proposed Bottineau Line (METRO Blue Line Extension) as a related transportation project.  

Response: In response to these comments, FTA and the Council edited the Project’s Purpose and Need Statement 
to be more concise, which is reflected in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. In response to the EPA’s restructuring request, 
the edited Purpose and Need Statement first lays out the four Need Statements, followed by the three elements of 
the Project’s Purpose. The Need Statement related to freight rail was clarified, and now states that there is a 
“need to maintain a balanced and economically competitive multimodal freight system,” which recognizes that 
any modifications to the freight rail system need to be done in a way that helps maintain the economic 
competitiveness of the region’s freight rail system.  

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS notes that a discussion of goals and objectives that was included in the Draft EIS is not 
included in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. The purpose of this discussion, in the context of the Alternatives Analysis 
and Draft EIS, had been to support the identification of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and to compare 
the LPA with other alternatives. In the Final EIS, however, this discussion has been superseded by a comparative 
evaluation of the Project and the No Build Alternative based on metrics addressing three key components of the 
Purpose Statement (see Chapter 8). A variety of other changes have been made within Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, 
including adding a reference to the proposed METRO Blue Line Extension from Minneapolis (Target Field Station) 
to Brooklyn Park within the list of related transit projects. Further, analyses cited in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS 
have been updated to use the most current available data, including 2010 U.S. Census data. Additionally, forecasts 
in Chapter 1 are now based on year 2040 projections, where such data are available and applicable. The 2010 
and 2040 No Build Alternative transportation networks referenced in Chapter 1 are described in Sections 4.1 and 
4.2.  

K.1 Suggest a broader overall purpose for Clean Water Act compliance 
Summary of Comments: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) suggested that the Purpose and Need 
Statement in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS should be broadened to be more appropriate for implementation of 
their Clean Water Act Review. 

Response:  Identification of the USACE’s overall project purpose has been incorporated into Chapter 1 of the 
Final EIS. It states that, “The United States Army Corps of Engineers has adopted the following overall project 
purpose for the Southwest LRT Project that it will use to direct the range of reasonable alternatives to be 
considered in the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit application process: The overall project purpose is to 
provide high-capacity transit service in the Southwest LRT Project study area.” 

K.2 Goals and objectives fall short of advancing Environmental Justice principles 
Summary of Comments: A neighborhood association suggested that the goals and objectives are not specific 
enough to advance Environmental Justice principles and to address barriers that may limit the Project from 
achieving a fair distribution of benefits and adverse impacts. The commenter indicated that their concern 
stemmed from the fact that there had been no decision about a rail layover facility in Linden Yards. 

Response:  By complying with the Presidential Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994) and related rules, FTA and the 
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Council have determined that the Project as a whole will not result in disproportionately high and adverse 
impacts to Environmental Justice populations (see Chapter 5 of the Final EIS). Regarding the potential rail 
layover facility in Linden Yards, see Theme H.4, Commuter rail storage yard at Linden Yards. As noted in that 
Theme and in the Final EIS land use and environmental justice analyses (i.e., Chapter 5), land use designations in 
the Van White station area used for the Finale EIS analyses are consistent with adopted land use plans, including 
the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan. Section 3.1 includes additional information on the Project’s land use 
analysis, including how related station area planning efforts are assessed for consistency.  

K.3 Goal 6 in the Draft EIS was not part of planning process  
Summary of Comments: The City of St. Louis Park commented that inclusion of Goal 6 (“Support 
economically competitive freight rail system”), in the Project’s list of Goals and Objectives was inappropriate, 
because the goal was not adopted through any public process, and that the linkage of that goal to the 
Comprehensive Statewide Freight and Passenger Rail Plan (“State Rail Plan”) was also not appropriate. Other 
commenters raised similar concerns about Goal 6 and the related Need Statement. These comments were 
raised within general concerns about potential relocation of freight rail (LRT 3A) and the use of specific goals 
as evaluation metrics in Chapter 11, Evaluation of Alternatives, of the Draft EIS. 

Response: As noted in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS, the Project’s Purpose and Need statement was developed 
through an interagency process. In 2012, HCRRA amended the Project’s Scoping Summary Report to include 
freight rail relocation and co-location as part of the build alternatives to be evaluated in the Project’s EIS, based 
on direction from the FTA. As a result, Goal 6, “Support an economically competitive freight rail system,” and 
related objectives were added to the Project’s Goals and Objectives. At the time freight rail relocation was 
considered for the Project, Goal 6 was a significant evaluation criteria for each alignment and the Draft EIS 
summarizes how the alignments were evaluated under this criteria in Chapter 11. Goal 6 was a significant 
evaluation measure because of the potential effect that some alignments could have had on freight rail 
operations and economics.  

After publication of the Draft EIS, the Council developed and evaluated a range of design adjustments and freight 
rail modifications through a multi-step process that involved public and agency review and comment 
opportunities (see Appendix M, Master Response 10 Rationale for incorporating freight rail co-location into the 
Project), including the publication of a Supplemental Draft EIS. As a result of the design adjustment process (see 
Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS), the Project will result in the co-location of freight rail and light rail 
in Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of freight rail. As described in Section 3.1 
of the Final EIS, the Project will not result in any long-term adverse economic impacts to freight rail owners and 
operators (see Section 2.1 for a description of proposed freight rail modifications) or have the potential to alter 
freight rail operations and markets served by TC&W and CP. As a result, Goal 6 is no longer a significant metric 
for evaluating the alternatives, or a key element of the Project’s Purpose (see Chapter 8 of the Final EIS for an 
evaluation of the Project).  

The 2015 update to the State Rail Plan is cited in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS to provide background on the existing 
freight rail system and on the state’s freight rail goals. Further, Chapter 1 of the Final EIS notes that the State Rail 
Plan acknowledges the light rail design adjustments and freight rail modifications identified by the Council in 
2014. The State Rail Plan is also described in Section 3.1, Land Use, of the Final EIS, where it is noted that the 
Project would be compatible with and is referenced in the State Rail Plan.  

K.4 An alternative or option would not meet Purpose and Need 
Summary of Comments: Several commenters expressed a belief that one or more alternatives, options, or 
components of alternatives or options, would not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need or would not meet the 
purpose and/or need of that specific option or component. For example, “Placing the SWLRT Alignment and 
the Town Center transit station on Technology Drive is simply too far from Town Center and Eden Prairie 
Center to meet the purpose and need of the project.”  

Response: Comments related to whether or not an alternative or an option would meet the Project’s Purpose and 
Need are responded to in Sections A through J of this appendix, depending on the specific alternative or option 
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mentioned in the comment. For example, concerns about the Eden Prairie Town Center Station not meeting the 
purpose of or need for that particular station are addressed under Themes I, Concerns about Stations and Park 
and Ride Lots, and Theme F, Concerns about Eden Prairie LRT Alignment; and concerns about the Project not 
meeting the Purpose and Need in Chapter 1 are addressed under Theme B, Opposition to the Project. 
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L. Concerns about public involvement, agency coordination, and NEPA 
process 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 170 comments on the Draft EIS concerning 
the public involvement or NEPA processes or the Council’s coordination with local, state and federal agencies, and 
freight railroads. Those commenters included the Cities of Minneapolis, St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and 
Eden Prairie; MPRB, TRPD, MCWD, NMCWD, MnDOT, MDOH, MPCA, USACE, DOI, EPA, STB, CP, and 
TC&W, as well as businesses, community groups, non-profit organizations, and the general public.  

The comments received covered the following general areas of concern, which are addressed within this Theme: a 
range of comments on the Project’s public involvement process; omission of freight rail relocation and co-location 
from the Southwest Transitway Scoping Process; the process by which freight rail relocation entered the NEPA 
process and was subsequently selected as the part of the preferred alternative in the Draft EIS; expressions of interest 
from agencies, jurisdictions, and freight rail owner in working with the Council in subsequent design and analysis 
work; and a range of comments related to the Project’s NEPA process.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. Based on the comments 
received on the Draft EIS and through meetings with the public, businesses, municipalities, and other groups, the 
Council initiated a process to develop adjustments to the Project’s design, including proposed adjustments to 
achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the performance of the propose light rail 
extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the Project’s adverse environmental impacts. 
As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft 
EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through implementation of that 
process and through incorporation of the adjustments made during the process. The Council has coordinated 
extensively with the cities that the Project will pass through, as well as watershed districts, MPRB, Hennepin 
County, Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA), and state and federal agencies throughout this 
process. A description of that process and the design adjustment developed and evaluated is included in Section 
2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS. 

The Project has an extensive history of outreach and collaboration with the affected public throughout the 
Southwest Corridor. Ongoing engagement and communication has been a fundamental element of the Project 
since its initiation. Maintaining an open dialogue and offering opportunities for input and discussion—especially 
related to the identified technical issues and items of concern to the affected public—will continue to be a key 
component of Project implementation. Outreach activities, agency coordination, and committee structure have 
evolved as Project Development activities have progressed. Public and agency coordination activities have been 
consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA), Chapter 4410 Environmental quality Board (EQB) Environmental Review Program. Information on 
notices of intent, document availability, public comment periods, and public open houses and hearings have been 
published in the Federal Register and the EQB Monitor. The Project has also adhered to NEPA and MEPA 
requirements regarding the timing and length of public comment periods and the scheduling of public open 
houses and hearings relative to publication of environmental documents. Public involvement opportunities for the 
Project are documented in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. Chapter 9 also documents agency coordination and lists the 
local, state and federal permits needed for the Project. 

The remainder of this section summarizes and responds to the following categories of comments concerning 
public involvement, agency coordination, and NEPA: comments concerning public involvement; comments 
concerning the Project’s Scoping Process relative to freight rail relocation and co-location; comments concerning 
coordination with agency, jurisdiction, and freight railroad owners; and concerns related to the Project’s NEPA 
process. 
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L.1 Public involvement 
Summary of Comments:  Individuals, businesses, and community groups commented on several aspects of the 
Project’s public involvement process, including:  

• Emphasizing the importance of building relationships with community members by continuing individual and 
small group meetings;  

• Requesting coordination between the Project and local governments;  

• Requesting to be involved in assessing impacts, planning for mitigation and designing stations;  

• Expressing concerns about the composition of the Project’s Community Advisory Committee;  

• Requesting that the Council engage various organizations in the public involvement process;  

• Asking questions or expressing concerns about the accessibility of Draft EIS public hearings; and  

• Stating that the commenter’s voice was not heard during public involvement activities during the Draft EIS 
process. 

The City of Minneapolis commended Hennepin County and the Council for making the Draft EIS widely available 
and providing adequate opportunity to comment.   

Response: HCRRA sponsored nearly 80 public meetings while serving as the lead agency for the Project through 
the end of the Draft EIS public comment period. As noted in Sections 9.1 and 9.2 of the Final EIS, public 
involvement efforts continued and evolved as local lead agency responsibility shifted from HCRRA to the Council 
in January 2013. Since early 2013, the Council held over 600 Project events including: public hearings that 
accepted comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS; open house meetings, including those conducted prior to the 
public hearings; town hall meetings; design workshops; presentations at community and neighborhood 
association meetings; advisory committee meetings; and presentations at the request of various groups and 
individuals. The Public Involvement Summary Report provides a more detailed description of these meetings and 
the Project’s public involvement process (see Appendix C of the Final EIS for instructions on how to access that 
report).  

Meetings with the public have been tailored to present information and solicit feedback on specific project issues. 
Individuals, businesses and neighborhood groups have been engaged to develop a detailed assessment of impacts, 
design changes, mitigation measures, and development opportunities. As requested, the Council coordinated 
extensively with cities and other local jurisdictions along the proposed light rail alignment (described in more 
detail in Theme L.3 and in Section 9.3 of the Final EIS). The Community Advisory Committee, established during 
preparation of the Draft EIS, includes members appointed by cities along the proposed light rail alignment, as 
well as representatives of neighborhood organizations. At the public hearings on the Draft EIS and Supplemental 
Draft EIS, Americans with Disabilities Act compliant accommodations were provided upon request. Public input 
received during and after the Draft EIS public comment period were considered in the development and 
evaluation of design adjustments for the Project.  

In addition, the Council used several avenues of communication and outreach to engage minority and low-income 
communities affected by the Project throughout Project Development and the NEPA process. These public 
engagement activities have been designed to incorporate environmental justice (EJ) principles and have included 
efforts to effectively engage minority and low-income populations by eliminating barriers to active participation. 
Throughout the NEPA process, Project staff have met with members of EJ communities to resolve concerns of 
individual property owners or businesses. Chapter 5 of the Final EIS documents the Project’s compliance with 
environmental justice requirements and summarizes major concerns of environmental justice communities in 
each proposed station area, and the actions the Southwest LRT Project has taken to address these concerns. Also 
see Theme M.5, Environmental Justice. As part of its EJ effort, the Council has also participated in events (such as 
meetings and tours) led by Corridors of Opportunity grantee organizations, and Council staff have continued to 
attend meetings of neighborhood associations (including the Harrison Neighborhood Association Transit Equity 
Committee, Waite House Community Latino Workers Forum, Heritage Park Neighborhood Association, Redeemer 
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Church Block Park, Meadowbrook Collaborative National Night Out, and Bassett Creek Valley Redevelopment 
Oversight Committee) to provide information and updates. 

Chapter 9 of the Final EIS provides information on the Project’s public involvement efforts.  

L.2 Omission of freight rail from original NEPA/MEPA Scoping process  
Summary of Comments: Several commenters, primarily St. Louis Park residents, stated that the Project’s Scoping 
Process for the EIS did not consider freight rail issues related to the Project. In particular, commenters stated that 
they were not allowed to provide public testimony about concerns over freight rail at various meetings in 2008, 
including the public Scoping meetings. Several commenters also stated that St. Louis Park resolutions and a study of 
freight rail relocation were not considered during Scoping.   

Response: The Southwest Transitway Scoping Process did not initially include the analysis of freight rail changes 
(either relocation of freight rail to the MN&S Spur or co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth 
Corridor), because at that time potential freight rail modifications were not considered part of the Project. Prior 
to 2011, freight rail relocation out of the Kenilworth Corridor was the subject of a separate action being 
undertaken by Hennepin County and MnDOT.  

The Project’s Scoping Process began with a notice published in a local newspaper on August 23, 2008, and 
publication of a notice of intent in the EQB Monitor on September 8, 2008, and the Federal Register in September 
23, 2008. The Scoping comment period ended on November 7, 2008. The Project conducted three formal public 
hearings and one agency meeting (all in October 2008) where written comments were received and where verbal 
comments were recorded. A Scoping Booklet was published that explained the EIS process (including the Scoping 
Process, how to comment, which agencies were involved, and how to stay involved after the Scoping Process). 
Exhibits at the scoping meetings explained the Scoping Process in more detail, the alternatives that were under 
consideration, and the upcoming EIS process. Approximately 250 people attended the three Scoping public 
hearings and comments were received from 295 individuals, groups, and agencies during the Scoping period.  

During the Project’s Scoping comment period, the City of St. Louis Park requested, in their October 14, 2008, letter 
that HCRRA ensure that issues associated with the potentially rerouted freight rail through the City of St. Louis 
Park, including identification of funded mitigation measures to address associated adverse impacts, be included 
within the Project’s EIS. At that time, the potential freight rail relocation was considered a separate, disconnected 
action from the Southwest Transitway project due to its history. As such, HCRRA responded to the City of St. Louis 
Park and stated that impacts and mitigation associated with the relocation of the freight rail line in St. Louis 
Park were part of an independent study being undertaken by MnDOT and Hennepin County (see Appendix J(2) 
and Appendix K of the Scoping Summary Report for the City’s comment letter and HCRRA’s response, 
respectively). In response to similar comments from other jurisdictions and individuals, the Scoping Summary 
Report similarly noted that the potential relocation of the freight line St. Louis Park was outside the scope of the 
Southwest Transitway Draft EIS. The documentation of the Project’s Scoping Process, including comments 
received and responses to those comments, was published in the Southwest Transitway Scoping Summary 
Report in January 2009 (see Appendix C of the Final EIS for instruction on how to access that report).   

While the relocation of freight trains onto the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision was considered to be a 
separate action not connected to the Southwest Transitway Project and would, therefore, be outside the scope of 
the Southwest Transitway EIS (see Section 5.3 of the Southwest Transitway Scoping Summary Report), 
comments on freight rail relocation and co-location were received from agencies and the public and are 
documented in Appendix J of the Southwest Transitway Scoping Summary Report. As previously noted, HCRRA 
responded to those comments (Appendix K) by stating freight rail relocation was considered part of an 
independent study by MnDOT and Hennepin County.  

During and prior to the Scoping Process for the Southwest Transitway, HCRRA and MnDOT, in cooperation with 
the City of St. Louis Park, were conducting an evaluation to determine the preferred permanent home for freight 
rail operations using the Kenilworth Corridor. In addition, HCRRA, in cooperation with MnDOT and the City of St. 
Louis Park, also conducted an analysis of seven alternatives for co-location of freight rail and light rail operations 
in the Kenilworth Corridor (Kenilworth Corridor – Analysis of Freight Rail/Light Rail Transit Co-Existence; 
HCRRA, December 2010).  
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In June 2010, the St. Louis Park City Council passed Resolution 10-071, which requested that the HCRRA reanalyze 
the potential routes in the TCWR Freight Rail Realignment Study, 2009 in greater detail. The St. Louis Park City 
Council also requested that the HCRRA conduct an analysis of routing both freight rail and light rail in the 
Kenilworth Corridor. In response to this request, the HCRRA, in partnership with MnDOT, the City of St. Louis 
Park, and the affected private freight railroads, began an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) on the 
MN&S freight rail study. The purpose of the EAW was to provide an analysis and overview of the potential 
environmental impacts for the proposed freight rail project and to assist MnDOT (the RGU) in determining if 
there would be any significant impacts from the proposed freight rail project that would require the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statement. In May 2011, MnDOT and HCRRA issued notice of availability for the 
Environmental Assessment Worksheet for the MN&S Freight Rail Study in St. Louis Park and Minneapolis, and 
they conducted a public open house on the EAW on June 8, 2011. The comment period on the EAW concluded on 
June 15, 2011. MnDOT published an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) in May 2011, and issued a 
Negative Declaration regarding the need for an Environmental Impact Statement for the project on June 30, 
2011. On December 19, 2011, MnDOT was notified by HCRRA that it passed a resolution determining that the 
Project no longer warrants separate environmental analysis under state law as a standalone project and is no 
longer being pursued as a standalone project (see following paragraph for additional detail). In light of HCRRA’s 
resolution, MnDOT issued a resolution on December 20, 2011, vacating the EAW and Negative Declaration for the 
Project. 

In its September 2, 2011 letter to the Council approving the entry into Preliminary Engineering, FTA directed the 
Council to analyze impacts of relocating freight rail as part of the Project’s EIS. Additionally, in response to public 
comments received on the Scoping Process for the Southwest Transitway, FTA requested that the EIS also include 
an alternative that would co-locate freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor to meet the requirement 
under 40 C.F.R. 1502.14(a). In response, on September 25, 2012, HCRRA amended the Southwest Transitway 
Scoping Summary Report (which serves as the Scoping Decision Document under MEPA) to include the impacts 
of relocating freight rail for each of the build alternatives, and for a co-location alternative in which freight rail, 
light rail and the commuter bike trail would be co-located between Louisiana Avenue and Penn Avenue. The 
amendment was authorized with approval of Board Action Request 12-HCRRA-0049. Notice of the amendment to 
the scoping report was issued in the EQB Monitor on October 15, 2012.  

At the Scoping hearings in 2008 for this Project, several comments were received on freight rail relocation (see 
comments categorized as #6.3/b in Appendix J(2) of the Scoping Report, pages 200 to 262), and HCRRA 
responded to those comments by stating that the freight rail relocation effort was part of an independent study 
not connected to the Southwest Transitway project (see responses to comment #6.3/b in Appendix K of the 
Scoping Report). Additionally, HCRRA received written comments during the Scoping period concerning freight 
rail relocation and responded similarly (see Appendix I and J of the Scoping Report).  

Between the close of the Scoping period and publication of the Draft EIS, HCRRA conducted approximately 40 
presentations at neighborhood, community, and business group meetings and three public open houses (in May 
2010, attended by approximately 225 people) where public feedback was received. See Section 12.1 of the Draft 
EIS for additional information on the Project’s public involvement activities between Scoping and publication of 
the Draft EIS. As a result of the Scoping process, the Draft EIS included alternatives that included the relocation of 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and the Kenilworth Corridor and alternatives that would retain 
freight rail within the Kenilworth Corridor (see Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS). FTA and Hennepin County invited and 
received comments on the Draft EIS, including the range of alternatives evaluated within it. After the close of the 
Draft EIS public comment period in December 2012, the Council assumed local lead agency responsibility for the 
Project from Hennepin County. As previously noted and described in Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS, 
the Council developed and evaluated a range of design adjustments as a result of comments received on the Draft 
EIS, including those related to freight rail relocation and co-location. The design adjustment process included a 
four-step process to develop and evaluate adjustments to LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 directly related to the following: 
(1) whether TC&W freight trains currently operating along the Kenilworth Corridor should be rerouted to 
sections of the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision; or (2) whether the TC&W freight trains should continue to 
operate along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor as they currently do. As part of the design adjustment 
process, the Council held four workshops in June and July 2013 addressing the location of freight rail as part of 
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the Southwest LRT Project. The Council received over 400 comments during and after these workshops. Based on 
the analysis, committee recommendations, and public comments received during the design adjustment process, 
the Council identified in April 2014 the design adjustments to be incorporated into the Project, which would allow 
for the co-location of light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor. The Council found, that relative to the 
other options considered, the Shallow LRT Tunnel – Over Kenilworth Lagoon (i.e., LRT 3A-1 – co-location) design 
adjustment would best balance costs, benefits, and environmental impacts, and best meet the Project’s Purpose 
and Need. The Council and FTA published a Supplemental Draft EIS in May 2015 that documented the design 
adjustments to the Project, with the co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor. Three 
public hearings on the Supplemental Draft EIS in June 2015 provided additional opportunity for public input. 
Appendix M of the Final EIS documents the comments received on the Supplemental Draft EIS and responses to 
those comments.  

L.3 Coordination with Agencies and Railroads 
Summary of Comments: Agencies that submitted comments in response to the Draft EIS were the USACE, DOI, 
STB, MnDOT, MPCA, MPRB, TRPD, MCWD, NMCWD, and the cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. 
Louis Park, and Minneapolis.  

Agencies and local jurisdictions stressed the importance of their continued involvement in the planning and 
permitting process for the Project, including the following:   

• USACE stated that Alternative 3A as proposed would not be considered the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA) and that a Section 404 permit would be needed if fill were to be discharged into 
waters of the US.  

• The DOI noted its continuing interest and involvement in the Project’s Section 4(f) process. 

• STB stated that coordination would be needed if any rail lines were to be abandoned as part of the Project, and 
asked to be a consulting party under the Section 106 process and a signatory to the Section 106 Memorandum of 
Agreement. STB also asked to be included in the list of federal approvals, because (depending on the alternative 
selected) the Project may need a license from STB.  

• MnDOT noted the need to work with cities along the proposed LRT route to address roadway impacts and 
identified MnDOT permits that would be needed to construct the Project. MnDOT also noted that its review and 
approval was required for all trunk highway impacts, and that coordination between the project team and MPCA 
was required regarding Minnesota’s noise rule, which is administered by MPCA.  

• MPCA noted various resource specific topics (responded to elsewhere in this Appendix) and stated that their 
comment letter did not constitute approval of the Project for future permitting and that the Project proposer is 
responsible for securing any required permits.  

• MPRB commented on potential impacts to park resources under its jurisdiction in the Kenilworth Corridor and 
noted that coordination with MPRB would be needed and that MPRB expected to have a role in the design of the 
Project in Minneapolis.  

• TRPD stated that it would welcome the opportunity to participate in the design process, and requested 
representation on technical advisory committees related to trail crossings and the integration of trails with stations.  

• MCWD recommended early and ongoing coordination related to an LRT crossing of Minnehaha Creek, 
stormwater management at stations, as well as water resource and ecological improvements generated by the 
Project.  

• NMCWD requested to be listed as a regulatory agency and stated its willingness to coordinate during the wetland 
permitting process.  

• The Cities of Minneapolis, St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie expressed willingness to work 
collaboratively in order to find solutions that would minimize negative impacts and to develop effective 
mitigation measures. The cities also provided information on city permits that would be needed to build the 
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Project, projects being developed by the cities, including roadway improvements adjacent to the LRT alignment, 
requests to review mitigation plans, and information on land that may be affected, such as restrictive covenants.  

• Several federal agencies, including DOI, noted the need for additional coordination.  

The owners and operators of the freight rail companies that use the rail corridor, TC&W and CP, expressed 
opposition to relocating freight rail to the MN&S spur due to major safety concerns and noted their willingness to 
work collaboratively to address the engineering and design issues. 

Response: Since the Draft EIS was published the Council has undertaken an extensive agency coordination effort. 
The Southwest LRT Agency Coordination Plan (Council and FTA, 2014) helps guide the Project’s agency 
coordination efforts. The Project’s public and agency coordination activities were developed and implemented in 
accordance with NEPA (42 U.S.C. Section 4332 et seq.), MEPA, and other applicable laws, such as the Clean Water 
Act and Chapter 4410 Environmental Quality Board (EQB) Environmental Review Program. For a more detailed 
description of coordination activities with each municipality to support the Project’s environmental planning 
activities, please see Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. The Project will be required to obtain federal, state, and local 
permits and/or approvals for proposed construction activities. As part of the process of securing required 
permits/approvals, the Council has coordinated with USACE and other local, state, and federal water resource 
agencies to determine mitigation requirements. The list of required permits and approvals is included in Chapter 
9 and applicable mitigation measures that will be incorporated into the Project are summarized in Tables 3.0-1 
and 4.0-1 of the Final EIS. 

Following are responses to specific comments from federal and state agencies and local jurisdictions related to 
their involvement in the Project:  

• The USACE agreed to become a Cooperating Agency in July 2013. (See Appendix E, Agency Coordination 
Letters, of the Supplemental Draft EIS for documentation related to the two agencies’ current status.) To 
streamline environmental permitting, FTA and USACE are implementing a merger process between the NEPA 
and Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permitting processes (referred to as the “NEPA/404 merger process” 
or “merger process”). This merger process enables coordination between FTA and USACE during preparation 
of the EIS, which allows the USACE to satisfy the requirements of NEPA and the CWA concurrently. The 
NEPA/404 merger process is structured around four sequential concurrence points at key milestones during 
Project development: (1) Project Purpose and Need, (2) Array of Alternatives and Alternatives Carried 
Forward, (3) Identification of the Selected Alternative, and (4) Engineering Phase Impact Mitigation. As 
described in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS, the USACE has concurred with the Project’s four milestones, including 
the preliminary determination that LRT 3A-1 remains the Project’s LPA. 

• The DOI reviewed and commented on the Project’s Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Update (as part of the 
Supplemental Draft EIS) and Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, including its preliminary concurrence 
with the FTA’s preliminary determination of a Section 4(f) non-de minimis use of the Kenilworth Lagoon and 
GRHD, pending review of the Project’s executed Section 106 MOA (Section 3.5, Chapter 6, Appendix I, and 
Appendix H of the Final EIS).  

• As documented in the Draft EIS, the STB agreed to become a Cooperating Agency in August 2012 because 
several alternatives under evaluation at the time would have required STB approval to be implemented. 
Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIS, the freight rail modifications to be incorporated into the 
proposed action can be implemented without the need for NEPA review by STB. As such, FTA and the STB 
agreed that STB would participate in the Project’s NEPA process as a Participating Agency and STB is not a 
consulting party to the Section 106 process. Section 2.1.1.3 of the Final EIS describes freight rail modifications 
under the Project. The purchase of approximately 3.8 miles of existing track in the Bass Lake Spur will require 
completion of an administrative process with the STB, which will entail three filings with STB as summarized 
in Table 2.1-3.  

• FTA and the Council have coordinated with the MPRB on both Section 4(f) and Section 106 properties and 
processes. Specifically, FTA and the Council have engaged MRPB in the Project’s Section 4(f) process as the 
official with jurisdiction for Park Siding Park, Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon (as an element of the Minneapolis 
Chain of Lakes Regional Park), Cedar Lake Park, and Bryn Mawr Park. FTA received written letters of 
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concurrence related to its Section 4(f) determinations for Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon (as an element of the 
Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park), Cedar Lake Park, and Bryn Mawr Park (see Chapter 6 and 
Appendix I of the Final EIS for additional information on those coordination activities and determinations). 
FTA and the Council have also coordinated with the MPRB on Section 106, with MPRD acting as one of the 
Project’s Section 106 consulting parties (see Section 3.5 and Appendix H of the Final EIS for additional 
information on the Section 106 process). Within both of those processes, MRPB played an active role in helping 
determine important elements of the Project’s design, including the design of new bridges that will cross the 
Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon. The Council has coordinated extensively with MnDOT on roadway improvements 
related to the Project and regarding permits to construct in MnDOT right-of-way.  

• The Council has coordinated with MPCA regarding Minnesota’s noise rule, as well as Section 401 water quality 
certification and hazardous and contaminated materials. The Council will coordinate with MPCA and local 
jurisdictions on the Noise Control Plan, and if required, for construction noise variance(s).   

• Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council has coordinated with the MCWD, and NMCWD related to their 
permitting requirements. Chapter 9 of the Final EIS summarizes the related permits and approvals that will be 
required by MCWD, and NMCWD. The Council has also coordinated with the TRPD on Project designs that will 
affect trails under their jurisdiction (see Section 4.5 of the Final EIS for additional information on pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities).  

• The Project’s agency and public coordination activities have included meetings with the Technical Project 
Advisory Committee (TPAC), which is composed of staff from the Council’s Southwest LRT Project Office, 
Hennepin County, MnDOT, the Cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park and Minneapolis, 
TRPD, and the Council’s Metro Transit Rail Operations division. In addition, those jurisdictions participated in 
the design adjustment and other processes that occurred after publication of the Draft EIS, including the 
Section 4(f), Section 106, and Minnesota WCA process, as applicable.  

• As part of the design adjustment process that occurred after publication of the Draft EIS, the Council 
coordinated with the affected freight railroad owners and operators, which include BNSF, CP, and TC&W. 
Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Project has been modified through a design adjustment process and will 
not result in the relocation of freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (see 
Section 2.2 and Appendix F for a description of the design adjustment process). The design of the freight rail 
facilities affected by the Project has and will continue to be developed based on standards and guidelines from 
CP and BNSF, as applicable, as well as American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-way Association 
(AREMA) recommended practice. Further, the design of freight rail modifications affecting TC&W freight 
operations is being prepared in coordination with TC&W. See Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for additional 
information on freight rail coordination activities, including details of the proposed changes to freight rail 
infrastructure as a result of the Project. 

L.4 NEPA process 
Summary of Comments: A number of commenters stated that the evaluation of alternatives in the Draft EIS was 
“inaccurate”, “flawed”, or “biased” and that identification of mitigation measures was not adequate.  

EPA rated the Draft EIS as “Environmental Concerns – Insufficient Information” and provided detailed comments. 
EPA stated that the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIS was unclear as to how early alternatives did or did not meet 
the criteria used to dismiss or retain those alternatives for further study.  

Comments related to the NEPA process and freight or light rail included the following (see also Section L.2): 

• The City of St. Louis Park commented that the Draft EIS does not accurately compare freight rail relocation 
alternatives and it does not accurately capture the history of the freight rail relocation issue. Related, the 
City of St. Louis Park commented that the Draft EIS relied too much on the environmental assessment 
worksheet (EAW) prepared by MnDOT for the analysis of freight rail relocation (May 2011). A community 
group asserted that the analysis of the freight rail relocation alternative violated NEPA, because it did not 
assess the impacts of freight rail relocation as thoroughly as it assessed the impacts of other alternatives.  
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• TC&W and other commenters stated that the impacts of freight rail co-location were not adequately 
assessed in the Draft EIS or in the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation’s assessment of alternatives for the 
proposed light rail crossing of Cedar Lake Parkway in the Kenilworth Corridor.  

• Two community groups in Minneapolis stated that the Project was potentially improperly segmented, 
because a proposed rail layover/maintenance facility in Linden Yards was not included in the Draft EIS. 

A variety of other comments were received related to the NEPA process: 

• Commenters expressed a belief that the identification of the LPA may have been predetermined by 
political rather than standard/accepted NEPA means. 

• Commenters stated that the studies of the impacts of the Project used incorrect data, were too general, or 
omitted information. Some commenters, including the City of St. Louis Park, stated that mitigation 
measures should be further developed.  

• A community group expressed concern over lack of minority or low income people involved in preparing 
the Draft EIS.  

• A neighborhood group asserted that the Project had violated NEPA by publishing the Draft EIS before 
completing Section 106 consultation and assessment of effects. Commenters stated that the limits of 
construction shown in the Draft EIS may not fully capture the extent of construction activities.   

Comments that focused on the adequacy of the Purpose and Need Statement are addressed in Theme K.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the propose light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into 
the Project. In particular, the design adjustments incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of 
light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The final EIS is based on the 
definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the 
design adjustment process and other activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the 
comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during 
this process.  

Regarding EPA’s comment on the evaluation alternatives and their dismissal or retention, please see Appendix N, 
Agency Coordination Letters, of the Final EIS. NEPA requires that actions undertaken by federal agencies 
evaluated in an EIS must have independent utility and logical termini, and must not restrict consideration of 
alternatives for other foreseeable actions (23 CFR 771.111(f)). The Project has logical termini and independent 
utility, which means no other projects must be implemented in order for the Project to enter service. Regarding a 
high speed rail layover facility, or a diesel rail storage facility, at Linden Yards, there are no adopted plans or 
funding for either of these facilities. The Council has confirmed with the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation, the authority for passenger rail in the state, that there are no plans for a rail storage facility at 
Linden Yards. Therefore, these facilities are not evaluated in the cumulative impact assessment within the Final 
EIS, consistent with Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (Council on 
Environmental Quality [CEQ], 1997). See also Themes H2 and N12.  

The Project’s LPA identification process, including a description of the alternatives evaluated and the evaluation 
metrics used, is summarized in Section 2.2 of the Final EIS. Section 2.2 also describes the design adjustment 
process used by the Council to develop, evaluate, and identify design adjustments made after publication of the 
Draft EIS, including the co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor. Section 8.1 of the Final 
EIS describes how the Project best meets the three key component of the Project’s Purpose Statement and Section 
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8.2 describes FTA and the Council’s determination that the Project is the environmentally preferred alternative. 
See also Theme A, Support for the Project, and Theme B, Opposition to the Project.  

The Council sets goals for minority or woman-owned business participation in its contracts, including 
preparation of the Supplemental Draft EIS and the Final EIS and related documentation. The environmental 
justice analysis for the Final EIS was prepared in part by a minority owned firm. The Council’s outreach to EJ 
populations is described in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS and summarized in Theme L.1.   

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and NEPA are separate federal laws, which are often 
streamlined to occur concurrently so that the environmental review process can occur efficiently. The Section 106 
consultation process has continued since publication of the Draft EIS. Steps include defining the area of potential 
effect, completing surveys, and making preliminary and final determinations of effect based on current Project 
design. The Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement describes measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse 
effects and is also included in Appendix H of the Final EIS. See Theme S.1.  

Regarding impacts and mitigation measures, Tables 3.0-1 and 4.0-1 of the Final EIS summarize the impacts of the 
project and related avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures that will be incorporated into the Project, 
by the applicable environmental and transportation categories. See also the corresponding sections of Chapters 3 
and 4 of the Final EIS for additional information. The identification of unavoidable impacts of the Project are 
based on the Project’s current design, as described and illustrated in Section 2.1 and Appendix F of the Final EIS, 
and the additional and updated analyses described in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. 

Regarding the comment that the limits of disturbance evaluated in the Draft EIS may not capture the full extent 
of the Project’s construction footprint, the Draft EIS included an assessment of temporary impacts resulting from 
the alternatives considered, including potential construction easements, except for LRT 3A-1 in the Kenilworth 
Corridor. The environmental analysis in the Final EIS includes an analysis of temporary (construction) impacts 
resulting from the Project, reflecting a higher level of design and design adjustments and freight rail 
modifications identified since publication of the Draft EIS. Appendix E illustrates the Project’s anticipated limits of 
disturbance, which were used in the Final EIS short-term (construction) impacts analyses. 
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M. Concerns about social and economic impacts 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 330 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning social and economic impacts. Those commenters included the cities of Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. 
Louis Park, and Minneapolis, MPRB, Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, EPA, businesses, community 
groups, non-profit organizations, and the general public. Comments included concerns over land use, 
economic activity, neighborhood and community, property acquisitions and displacements, and 
environmental justice.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, the Presidential Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations [February 11, 1994]), the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations (USDOT Order 5610.2(a), May 2, 2012), FTA’s Circular FTA C4703.1 (Environmental Justice Policy 
Guidance for Federal Transit Administration Recipients [FTA, August 15, 2012]), as well as incorporation of 
various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into the Project. In particular, the design adjustments 
incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor 
(alternative LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake 
Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (alternative LRT 3A). The final EIS is based on the definition of the Project included 
in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the design adjustment process and other 
activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS 
have been addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during this process.  

Refer to Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, and 5.0 of the Final EIS for land use, economic activity, neighborhood and 
community, property acquisitions and displacements, and environmental justice analyses, respectively. These 
analyses include a description of the relevant regulatory context and methodology, affected environment, long- 
and short-term impacts, and mitigation measures that will be implemented with the Project. Information from 
the Final EIS is summarized in the responses to comments below.   

M.1 Land use  
Summary of Comments: The FTA and the Council received approximately 50 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning land use. Those commenters included the cities of Minneapolis, Minnetonka, Hopkins, and St. Louis 
Park, MPRB, businesses groups, community groups, and the general public. Comments included concerns 
about general land use impacts and mitigation, compliance with local land use/zoning controls, the evaluation 
of locally approved plans and polices, and support for or concern about development and redevelopment. The 
City of Minnetonka noted the need for an administrative edit (incorrect labeling) to the land use analysis 
presented in the Draft EIS.  

Response: Changes to the Project since the Draft EIS was published have avoided many of the land use concerns 
commenters raised, such as land use changes due to property acquisitions. As described in Section 3.1 of the Final 
EIS, the land use evaluation includes a description of the affected environment, an evaluation of the Project’s 
compatibility with approved plans and policies, a description of the Project’s long-term and short-term land use 
impacts, and mitigation measures that will be implemented with the Project. Information from the Final EIS is 
summarized in the responses to comments below.  

Changes in land use under the Project will primarily be limited to station areas and to access, circulation 
improvements to those stations, and to sections of the proposed light rail alignment where there is currently no 
publicly owned right-of-way. The Project’s effect on land use will be limited because the proposed light rail 
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alignment will be located primarily within existing public rights-of-way, such as the property currently owned by 
the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) and reserved for light rail and other transportation 
uses. 

Short-term land use impacts resulting from the Project will include temporary changes to property access during 
construction or temporary conversion of land to a transportation use for construction staging and other 
construction activities throughout all or part of the construction period.  

Mitigation is not warranted for long-term land use impacts because there will be no long-term adverse impacts. 
The potential land use changes resulting from implementation of the Project, including intensification of land 
uses near proposed light rail stations, will be consistent with existing plans and policies. 

Specific mitigation measures for short-term impacts to land use related to temporary construction easements and 
other construction activities will be identified in the Construction Mitigation Plan and Construction 
Communication Plan, which will be implemented by the Council prior to and during construction. The purposes of 
the Construction Communication Plan are: to prepare project-area residents, businesses, and commuters for 
construction; listen to their concerns; and develop plans to minimize harmful or disruptive effects. Specific 
mitigation measures included in the Construction Communication Plan will be site-specific and may include: 

• Publishing construction updates and posting on the Project website; 
• Providing advance notice of roadway closures, driveway closures, and utility shutoffs; 
• Conducting public meetings; 
• Establishing a 24-hour construction hotline; 
• Preparing materials with applicable construction information;  
• Addressing property access issues; and, 
• Assigning staff to serve as liaisons between the public and contractors during construction. 

In addition, the Council will develop and implement a construction staging plan (staging plan), which will be 
reviewed with the appropriate jurisdictions and railroads, and the contractor will be required to secure the 
necessary permits and follow the staging plan, unless otherwise approved. Components of a staging plan include 
traffic management plans and a detailed construction timeline. The updated land use evaluation reflects 
corrections for typographical errors, as appropriate. Refer to Section 3.1 of the Final EIS for an updated land use 
evaluation, based on the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final 
EIS.  

Land Use Plan and Zoning Compliance 

Summary of Comments: Multiple commenters, including the City of Minneapolis and MPRB, expressed 
concern over the Project’s compliance with local land use plans and zoning regulations. Compliance with 
Minneapolis Shoreland Overlay District zoning regulations was an issue of particular concern to commenters. 
The City of Minnetonka suggested noting the date of the land use plans used in the general land use 
descriptions.  

Response: As shown in Section 3.1.2.1, the evaluation of existing and planned land uses in the Final EIS is based 
on based on generalized land use data, which are aggregated by the Metropolitan Council at a regional level. 
Existing land uses are based on year 2010 data (MetroGIS Datafinder, Generalized Land Use, 2010) and planned 
land uses are based on 2040 data (MetroGIS Datafinder, Planned Land Use, 2014). The description of planned 
land uses in the Final EIS includes a general, corridor-wide description and does not include specific description of 
land use or zoning for each city.   

Regarding compliance with the Minneapolis Shoreland Overlay District zoning requirements (Chapter 551, 
Article VI of the City of the Minneapolis Code of Ordinances), Section 3.9.1.1 of the Final EIS notes that some local 
jurisdictions (such as the City of Minneapolis) maintain unique wetland buffer ordinances that become active 
upon the submittal of a local permit application associated with a construction activity. Table 3.9-1 of the Final 
EIS lists regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over surface water resources and related requirements, including 
City of Minneapolis Code of Ordinances. In particular, the Project will comply with Chapter 551, Article VI, “SH 
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Shoreland Overlay District,” including meeting requirements for impervious surfaces and stormwater 
management. 

Compatibility with Adopted Plans and Policies 

Summary of Comments: Multiple commenters, including the cities of Minneapolis and St. Louis Park, 
expressed concern over the evaluation of the Project’s compatibility with locally adopted plans and policies. 
Specifically, commenters noted that the following plans should be considered in the evaluation: North Loop 
Small Area Plan, Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan, Bryn Mawr Neighborhood Land Use Plan, Regional Parks 
Policy Plan, Regional Development Framework (now called Thrive MSP 2040), and the Minnesota GO State 
Rail Plan.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, an updated and more detailed review of planning documents from 
state, regional, and local agencies with jurisdiction over the land use study area has been completed. This includes 
a review of adopted comprehensive land use plans, transportation system plans, small area plans, and specific 
planning studies from the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), the Metropolitan Council, 
Hennepin County, and the five cities through which the Project will pass, including an assessment of the Project’s 
compatibility with each of the documents specifically referenced in the summary of comments above.  

As shown in Section 3.1.2.3 of the Final EIS, the Project is compatible with all identified adopted plans and 
policies. This finding reflects the advanced planning completed over the past several years at the regional and 
local levels in anticipation of the proposed Southwest LRT Project. As noted in Table 3.1-4, many of the applicable 
adopted land use plans and policies have been developed or amended to specifically include or reflect the 
Southwest LRT Project rather than the No Build Alternative. Others have goals and policies that are supportive of 
transit improvements, multimodal transportation, and/or transit-oriented development. At the regional level, 
Metropolitan Council and Hennepin County plans support the proposed Southwest LRT Project. At the local level, 
all of the affected municipalities have plans and policies that support transit improvements and many have plans 
that specifically support the proposed Project, including several station area plans that identify future transit-
supportive land uses surrounding proposed stations.  

Development and Redevelopment 

Summary of Comments: Multiple comments expressed either support for or opposition to land use 
development and redevelopment along the corridor. Commenters, including the cities of Minnetonka, St. Louis 
Park, and Minneapolis, were largely supportive of encouraging transit oriented development/redevelopment 
within the vicinity of proposed light rail stations.  

Many commenters were strongly in favor of encouraging development within the area of the proposed Van 
White Station, because it would support economic development in the larger Linden Yards and Bass Lake 
Valley area, in accordance with the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan. Some commenters, including the EPA, 
also expressed concern over the potential siting of a passenger rail storage facility in the Linden Yards area 
because it would limit economic development opportunities in the area.   

Multiple commenters opposed development/redevelopment within the Kenilworth Corridor, particularly near 
21st Street Station. Some commenters, including the City of Minneapolis, expressed concern over the inclusion 
of park-and-ride lots within the Project, especially within the City of Minneapolis, as they could detract from 
the amount of land available for development/redevelopment. The City of Minneapolis also commented that 
the inclusion of park-and-rides lots in the Project could exacerbate suburban sprawl by making it easy for 
commuters to drive to a suburban park-and-ride from a developing exurban location while not taking 
advantage of the land around the suburban stations for development to reduce the need for driving.  

Response: Development and redevelopment is regulated by cities and is predominantly driven by regional and 
local economic conditions. However, light rail lines can advance the timing and increase the intensity of 
development within the limits allowed by local comprehensive plans, especially in areas near proposed stations. 
To fully leverage this development potential and to support local land use goals, Hennepin County, in partnership 
with the Cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, Edina and Minneapolis, undertook a station 
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area planning effort. The resulting Southwest Corridor Investment Framework (Hennepin County, 2013) 
identifies short-term and long- term infrastructure needs and land use plans for the Project’s station areas.   

Development and/or redevelopment is anticipated in all of the Project’s station areas except 21st Street Station, 
which is currently fully developed with existing residential uses (see Section 3.1.3.2). All other proposed light rail 
stations are expected to experience additional mixed-use development that would be supportive of and 
compatible with light rail. The Southwest Corridor Investment Framework anticipates future changes in land use 
policies and zoning that would support opportunities for redevelopment and transit-oriented development, 
emphasizing a pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use environment with a multimodal transit network.   

The land use and other analyses in the Final EIS are based on the applicable land use plans adopted by the City of 
Minneapolis, including the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan (2007). That plan designates much of the Linden 
Yards site as suitable for mixed-use, commercial and other development, with some park land; the plan 
recognizes that the site’s current use is industrial. Areas north and south of Linden Yards are similarly planned, 
with additional residential and some industrial areas planned north of Linden Yards. The proposed light rail 
alignment and Van White Station will be northwest of Linden Yards and will not use any portion of the Linden 
Yards site. As such, the proposed light rail alignment and station will not preclude the use of the Linden Yards site 
for a rail storage or maintenance facility, nor will the Project preclude other development from occurring on that 
site. Conversely, development of Linden Yards (or lack of development of Linden Yards) will not preclude the 
proposed light rail alignment and station, nor would that development cut off access to the proposed station.  

Since publication of the Draft EIS, design of the Project has advanced and the proposed park-and-ride lots within 
the City of Minneapolis (at Wooddale, West Lake, 21st Street, and Penn Stations) have been removed from the 
Project. Park-and-ride lots will be included at nine stations within the Cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, 
and St. Louis Park. Although the availability of park-and-ride lots may encourage riders to drive to suburban 
stations, they will also increase the Project’s ridership and thereby eliminate some trips that may have been made 
in single occupancy vehicles. While park-and-ride lots could limit the amount of developable land in station areas, 
they do not preclude station area development. As described above, the Southwest Corridor Investment 
Framework (Hennepin County, 2013) envisions some level of station area development/redevelopment around all 
Project light rail station areas except 21st Street Station. For more information on impacts related to station 
areas and park-and-ride lots, refer to Theme I.  

M.2 Economic activity 
Summary of Comments: The FTA and the Council received approximately 60 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning economic activity. Those commenters included the following: City of Hopkins, businesses, 
community groups, and the general public. These comments generally expressed concern over potential 
impacts to property values, concern over potential impacts to businesses, and support for potential economic 
gains or increased economic activity related to the Project. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council has advanced the economic analysis based on Project 
adjustments. This evaluation includes a description of the affected environment (including employment trends, 
property tax revenues, and the existing businesses and development), an evaluation of the Project’s 
environmental consequences related to economic activity (regional employment, property tax revenue, business 
impacts, and impacts to freight rail), a description of the Project’s short-term economic impacts, and mitigation 
measures that will be implemented with the Project. Refer to Section 3.2 of the Final EIS for an evaluation of 
economic activity, based on the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of 
the Final EIS. Information from the Final EIS is summarized in the responses to comments below.  

Property Values  

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received comments expressing concern that the Project would 
decrease the value of nearby properties. The most common areas of concern were the Kenilworth Corridor in 
Minneapolis and the area around SouthWest Station in Eden Prairie, but there were also other locations of 
concern. Many commenters expressed concern over the potential for decreases in property value related to 
the relocation of freight trains out of the Kenilworth Corridor; these concerns are addressed in Theme C, 
opposition to relocation of freight rail out of the Kenilworth Corridor.   
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Response: As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the Final EIS, research has shown that major transit investments such 
as light rail generally increase property values in nearby areas, even in affluent, upper middle class 
neighborhoods. There is the potential for an increase in property values in the areas surrounding proposed light 
rail stations, as light rail access can increase the convenience and desirability of nearby residential, commercial, 
and office properties. Light rail transit can also contribute to existing market forces that can increase the 
potential for transit-oriented development or redevelopment. Development and redevelopment is regulated by 
the cities and is predominantly driven by regional and local economic conditions and allowable land uses as 
defined in locally adopted comprehensive plans. However, light rail lines can advance the timing and increase the 
intensity of development, especially in areas near proposed stations, within the limits allowed by local 
comprehensive plans.  

As an example, in 1996, New Jersey Transit introduced “Midtown Direct” service, a one-seat ride to New York 
Penn Station on the Morris & Essex Lines. The expanded service led directly to an increase in property values of 
homes within walking distance of stations on the Morris & Essex line by $90,000 more than homes farther away, 
after direct service to Midtown Manhattan was inaugurated in 1996 (Michaelson, 2004). Houses immediately 
adjacent to San Francisco’s BART (south and northeast of San Francisco) sold for nearly 38 percent more than 
identical houses in areas not served by BART (Landis and Cervero, 1995). Residential rents decreased by 
2.4 percent for every one-tenth mile further from Washington DC Metro stations (Benjamin and Sirmans, 
1996). Single-family homes in communities served by Boston’s commuter rail were worth 6.7 percent more than 
similar homes in other communities (Armstrong, 1994). In Chicago, the prices of single-family houses located 
within 1,000 feet of stations were 20 percent higher than comparable houses located a mile away (Gruen, 
1997). Median home prices in the Philadelphia region were 10 percent higher in census tracts served by a PATCO 
rail line, and 4% higher in tracts served by a SEPTA rail line (Voith, 1991). 

Light rail can have a positive impact on nearby business communities as transitways can provide a new way for 
people to access these businesses, and because pedestrian and vehicular traffic around stations and park-and-ride 
lots can increase. As an example, since 2009, the year before construction of the METRO Green Line LRT (Central 
Corridor) started, the neighborhoods between Downtown East Station in Minneapolis and Union Depot Station in 
Saint Paul have experienced more than $3 billion in commercial and residential development – including new 
construction, redevelopment, and expansion.   

Light rail also has the potential to cause environmental impacts (“nuisance effects”) that could reduce the value 
of properties (including business and residential properties). For residential properties, the potential nuisance 
effects primarily occur in locations in close proximity to the light rail alignment and include: disruptive noise 
levels; visual impacts; and reductions in vehicular access and parking. For businesses, factors influencing the 
potential loss of business revenue include effects associated with changes in temporary changes in access and 
noise and dust during construction activity. Long-term business revenue loss for business property value are not 
anticipated with the Project.  

Business Effects 

Summary of Comments: Several commenters, including business owners/organizations and the City of 
Hopkins, provided comments regarding how the Project would affect business operations and revenue, both 
during construction and after the Project begins operating. Common themes regarding business impacts 
included construction-related impacts, changes in traffic flow and customer/supplier/employee access, and 
parking changes. The most common locations of concern were the areas surrounding the proposed Royalston 
and SouthWest Stations. Many commenters expressed concern over the potential business effects related to 
the relocation of freight trains out of the Kenilworth Corridor; these concerns are addressed in Theme C, 
opposition to relocation of freight rail out of the Kenilworth Corridor.   

Response: The following are responses to concerns regarding construction impacts, changes in traffic flow and 
access, and changes in parking. Refer to Theme I, concerns about park-and-ride lots and stations, for responses to 
specific concerns regarding Royalston and SouthWest Stations. 

Construction-Related Impacts: As previously described, the Project has the potential to cause environmental 
impacts (“nuisance effects”) related to construction and operations, which could impact some businesses. These 
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potential nuisance effects include: disruptive noise levels; visual impacts; and reductions in vehicular access and 
parking. The timing of such impacts would depend on the location of the business relative to the new station, 
changes in business activity during construction and operation of the system, business visibility, and local land 
use plans and development standards. For the Project, the potential nuisance effects are expected to be minimal, 
as detailed below. 

In order to minimize potential impacts to businesses, the Council will develop a Construction Mitigation Plan 
(which includes a Noise Control Plan) and Construction Communication Plan which will be implemented by the 
Council prior to and during construction. The purposes of the Construction Communication Plan are: to prepare 
project-area residents, businesses, and commuters for construction; to listen to their concerns; and to develop 
plans to minimize harmful or disruptive effects. Specific mitigation measures included in the Construction 
Communication Plan will be site-specific and may include: 

• Issuing construction updates and posting on the Project website;  
• Providing advance notice of roadway closures, driveway closures, and utility shutoffs; 
• Conducting public meetings; 
• Establishing a 24-hour construction hotline; 
• Preparing communication materials with applicable construction information;  
• Addressing property access issues; and, 
• Assigning staff to serve as liaisons between the public and contractors during construction. 

In addition, the Council will develop and implement a Construction Staging Plan, which will be reviewed with the 
appropriate jurisdictions and railroads. The contractor will be required to secure the necessary permits and 
follow the Staging Plan, unless otherwise approved. Components of a Staging Plan include traffic management 
plans and a detailed construction timeline. 

Traffic and Access Changes: The Project may affect local businesses as local traffic patterns are changed and the 
number of available off-street and on-street parking spots in the corridor is reduced. In addition, pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic around stations and park-and-ride lots is likely to increase. While there is a potential for loss of 
business revenue due to changes in vehicular patterns and parking, the net revenue loss may be minimal due to 
greater pedestrian presence and vehicular traffic associated with access to the stations.   

The Project will maintain access to businesses during construction and operation of the Project, unless that 
property or portion of the property is acquired by the Project. Property owners will be compensated for any long-
term loss in property access based on the terms of the purchase agreement between the Council and property 
owner in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
(Uniform Act). Refer to Section 3.4.1 of the Final EIS for additional information on the Uniform Act. 

Project construction may result in lost revenues for businesses and affect the quality of life of residences on or 
near affected properties. Those effects would be caused by construction-related activities, such as temporary 
elimination of parking stalls; construction related traffic congestion; short-term changes in access or detours and 
reduced visibility from the street (e.g., establishing a detour that requires customers to take longer or less 
familiar routes to a business, removing a left-hand turn lane into a shopping center, or eliminating the “street 
appeal” from a business that depends on drive-by or walk-up sales); and increased noise, dust, and perceived 
changes in visual quality (e.g., glare from nighttime construction lighting). Retail and personal services businesses 
that depend on good access and an aesthetically pleasing experience for customers are most likely to experience 
short-term impacts during construction.  

In order to minimize short-term impacts to businesses related to vehicle traffic and roadway access, the Council 
or its contractors will develop a construction mitigation plan, construction staging plans, and traffic control 
plans that will include strategies to maintain traffic flow, existing transit services, and pedestrian access along 
each disrupted roadway. The traffic control plans will also include the identification of construction vehicle 
routes and provisions requiring the contractor to maintain corridor access points and haul routes and clean them 
at least once per day.   

MnDOT, Hennepin County, and all municipalities affected by construction activities related to the Project will 
require compliance with applicable state and local regulations related to the closing of roadways and the effects 
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of construction activities, and traffic control plans will be reviewed by appropriate jurisdictions and the Council 
prior to the initiation of construction activities. Additionally, contractors will be required to comply with all 
guidelines established in the Minnesota Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2015).  

Changes in Parking: Under the Project, there will be some changes to on-street and off-street parking. Changes 
to off-street parking will be related to land acquisitions, and changes to on-street parking will occur in some 
areas where changes to existing roadways are needed to accommodate the Project. Overall, the Project will 
reduce the supply of off-street parking (i.e., off-street parking lots, typically associated with privately owned 
businesses) by eliminating 692 spaces and will reduce the supply of on-street parking by eliminating 57 spaces. 
Refer to Section 4.3 of the Final EIS for more information on impacts to parking. In addition, temporary removal 
of on-street parking spaces may occur at locations to facilitate construction of the Project (e.g., to facilitate truck 
movement or to provide a temporary truck loading zone). These potential temporary removals of on-street 
parking spaces will be identified prior to the start of construction as part of the Construction Staging Plan.   

The Council will compensate business owners for the loss of off-street parking spaces. Property owners will be 
compensated based on the terms of the purchase agreement between the Council and property owner, in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended (Uniform Act). Refer to Section 3.4.1 for additional information on the Uniform Act. The Council will 
develop a Construction Mitigation Plan that will address temporary parking loss during the construction of the 
Project. The Council will phase construction activities; therefore, many of the spaces lost during construction will 
only be unavailable for a portion of the Project’s construction period.  

Economic Opportunity 

Summary of Comments: Several commenters noted that the Project has the potential to increase economic 
opportunity and activity by increasing transportation options for residents, customers, and employees, as well 
as through the possibility of increased development and redevelopment within the vicinity of proposed light 
rail stations. In particular, several comments expressed support for potential positive economic effects in the 
Bassett Valley Creek area east of the proposed Van White Station. 

Response: The Project will result in positive economic gains in the form of increased wages and spending, 
creating long-term jobs and additional earnings as a result of Operations and Maintenance (O&M) expenditures. 
The Project is expected to add a total of 160 full-time equivalent jobs associated with operations of facilities and 
light rail vehicles. The Project will also increase O&M spending by $39.5 million (2016) annually over the No Build 
alternative. For the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA, the effect of local O&M spending for the Project will 
result in an estimated $34.5 million in local annual wages and salaries, compared to the No Build Alternative (in 
2040). Based on the economic analysis documented in Section 3.2 of the Final EIS, the local wages and salaries 
will support 172 jobs in the local economy. 

The short-term effect of construction spending associated with the Project will result in an estimated $1.3 billion 
in overall economic activity (in year-of-expenditure dollars) for the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA over 
the construction period. It is estimated that construction-related spending will provide regional economic 
benefits by generating approximately $475 million in additional wages and salaries for households and by 
creating approximately 10,600 person-year jobs for all industries in the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA 
during the construction phase of the Project. A person-year job is defined as a job for one person for one year; if a 
job employs a single person for three years, it would equal three person-year jobs. 

In addition, the Project is likely to contribute to a range of factors that could lead to increased development 
around proposed stations. This development could result in positive economic gains in the form of wages and 
spending. For additional information on wages and spending, refer to Theme M.1, land use. For responses to 
specific concerns about the proposed Van White Station, refer to Theme I, concerns about park-and-ride lots and 
stations.  

M.3 Neighborhood and community 
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 40 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning neighborhood and community. Those commenters included the cities of Hopkins, St. Louis Park, 
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and Minneapolis, community groups, and the general public. Comments included general concerns over 
potential impacts to community facilities, community character, and community cohesion. Commenters stated 
that community facilities and neighborhood boundaries should be clearly described. Others expressed concern 
over potential impacts on specific community facilities, such as the Minneapolis Farmers Market, the Chain of 
Lakes Regional Park, and Bryn Mawr Meadows Park. Multiple commenters expressed concern over potential 
community cohesion impacts related to the introduction of light rail trains into existing Bass Lake Spur, 
Kenilworth, and Wayzata Subdivision freight rail corridors, including concern over the elimination of 
roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle crossings (both “official” and “unofficial” crossings). Some commenters 
expressed concern over short-term impacts to neighborhoods related to construction of the Project. 

The City of St. Louis Park asked for a more detailed description of its neighborhoods. The City of Minneapolis 
noted that the co-location of LRT and freight rail within the Kenilworth Corridor would maintain the existing 
barrier to community cohesion created by the existing freight rail corridor. The City of Hopkins expressed 
concern over potential impacts to the downtown Hopkins area and suggested that mitigation measures to 
ensure strong pedestrian and bicycle connectivity be included in the Project.  

Response: The Final EIS includes an updated evaluation of neighborhood and community impacts based on the 
Project definition. Many of the concerns commenters raised have been avoided, minimized, or mitigated. As 
described in Section 3.3 of the Final EIS, the neighborhood and community evaluation includes a description of 
the regulatory context and methodology, affected environment, an evaluation of the Project’s long-term and 
short-term environmental consequences related to neighborhood and community (community facilities, 
community character, and community cohesion), and mitigation measures that will be implemented with the 
Project. Information from the Final EIS is summarized in the responses to comments below. Refer to Section 3.3 of 
the Final EIS for an updated neighborhood and community evaluation, based on the definition of the Project 
included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. 

Identification of Community Facilities and Neighborhoods  

Section 3.3.2 of the Final EIS identifies existing community facilities and neighborhoods within the study area, by 
municipality. Community facilities are defined as land uses that are frequently used by the public, such as schools, 
colleges, libraries, community centers, parks/recreation areas/open spaces, medical facilities, places of worship, 
funeral chapels, and police and fire departments.   

The Cities of St. Louis Park and Minneapolis have defined the geographic boundaries of neighborhoods within 
their respective jurisdictions, and those boundaries are used in the Final EIS analysis. Neighborhoods with 
formally defined geographic boundaries have not been identified for the Cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, and 
Hopkins. For the purpose of this analysis, “neighborhoods” within cities where neighborhoods have not been 
formally defined are identified using a proposed light rail station area (i.e., half-mile radius around a station site) 
as a geographic reference. The Final EIS includes a detailed description of the existing community character of 
each neighborhood and station area affected by the Project. See Section 3.3.2 for more information.  

The evaluation of community facilities in the Final EIS included the Minneapolis Farmers Market, Chain of Lakes 
Regional Park, and Bryn Mawr Meadows Park. The evaluation concluded that none of these facilities would be 
adversely affected by the Project. See Section 3.3.3 for more information.    

Community Cohesion in Existing Freight Rail Corridors 

In evaluating the Project's impact on community cohesion, the Council considered the potential of the Project to 
introduce new physical barriers to connectivity, changes in the local roadway network, and changes to the 
pedestrian and bicycle networks. In areas where the Project will include LRT operations adjacent to existing 
freight rail corridors (i.e., Bass Lake Spur, Kenilworth Corridor, and the Wayzata Subdivision), the Project will 
maintain all existing roadway, sidewalk, and trail connections along and across existing freight rail corridors. 
The existing freight rail alignments are physical barriers that reduce community cohesion; therefore, the 
implementation of the proposed light rail alignment within existing freight rail corridors will not create a new 
physical barrier and the Project will not adversely impact community cohesion. 
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The Project includes new sidewalks and trails or continuation of existing sidewalks and trails around proposed 
light rail stations, which will improve pedestrian connectivity between neighborhoods and help to overcome the 
existing barrier to community cohesion created by the existing freight rail corridors. Refer to Section 3.3.3 of the 
Final EIS for an evaluation of potential community cohesion impacts related to the Project.  

“Unofficial crossings” of the freight rail tracks are routes across the freight rail corridors that are not legally 
permitted because of safety concerns related to freight rail operations. Where fencing will be installed under the 
Project, the Project will not include gaps in that fencing at existing “unofficial crossings” due to safety concerns 
(see Section 4.6 for more information on where fences will be installed under the Project). All official at-grade and 
grade separated crossings (e.g., marked roadway/trail intersections and bridges) will continue to allow 
pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the rail tracks.   

Construction Impacts to Neighborhoods 

As described in Section 3.3.3.3 of the Final EIS, Project construction activities will result in short-term impacts to 
neighborhoods and communities. The Project will result in short-term changes to access to community facilities 
during construction. Short-term impacts include changes to roadways alignments, intersection modifications, and 
trail and sidewalk detours for routes that provide access to community facilities (see Sections 4.2.3.3 and 4.5.3.3 
for more information on temporary construction impacts to roadways and pedestrian/bicycle facilities, 
respectively). Depending on conditions (e.g., levels of vehicular traffic), at times these construction activities will 
likely result in delays and longer travel times/distances for people using the facilities. In addition, the creation of 
temporary construction easements on the property of community facilities will be required in cases where short-
term excavation and construction disturbance are anticipated. Construction activities within temporary 
easements on community facility properties may cause temporary inconvenience to users of these facilities as a 
result of construction-generated noise, dust, and congestion. Access to community facilities will be maintained 
during construction.  

Construction impacts, such as increased levels of noise and dust, may temporarily affect neighborhood character 
during periods of heavy construction, primarily in areas that are relatively quiet under normal, pre-construction 
conditions. In addition, the presence of large construction equipment may be perceived as visually disruptive, 
resulting in temporary effects to community character, particularly for residential neighborhoods adjacent to the 
limits of disturbance for the Project (see Appendix E).   

Construction activities may temporarily affect community cohesion, resulting in increased roadway congestion, 
temporary closures of roadways, and roadway detours, all of which may increase both automobile and truck 
traffic through residential neighborhoods. Construction activities could also result in temporary increases in 
vehicle traffic on local roadways where relatively little vehicle traffic exists today.   

Specific mitigation measures for short-term neighborhood and community impacts are identified in the 
Construction Mitigation Plan and Construction Communication Plan, which will be implemented by the Council 
prior to and during construction. The purposes of the Construction Communication Plan are: to prepare project-
area residents, businesses, and commuters for construction; listen to their concerns; and develop plans to 
minimize harmful or disruptive effects. Specific mitigation measures included in the Construction Communication 
Plan will be site-specific and may include the following: 

• Issue construction updates and post them on the Project website.  
• Publishing construction updates and posting on the Project website; 
• Providing advance notice of roadway closures, driveway closures, and utility shutoffs; 
• Conducting public meetings; 
• Establishing a 24-hour construction hotline; 
• Preparing materials with applicable construction information;  
• Addressing property access issues; and, 
• Assigning staff to serve as liaisons between the public and contractors during construction. 

In addition, the Council will develop and implement a construction staging plan (staging plan), which will be 
reviewed with the appropriate jurisdictions and railroads; the construction contractor will be required to secure 
necessary permits and follow the staging plan, unless otherwise approved. Components of a staging plan include 
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traffic management plans and a detailed construction timeline. Construction vehicle routes will be determined 
prior to construction and the contractor will be required to maintain corridor access points and haul routes and 
to clean them at least once per day. Cleaning shall consist of removal and disposal of dust, dirt, mud, snow, and 
other material associated with construction activities. Accumulated snow and ice will be removed within 24 
hours of the snowfall from access areas and any areas under the control of the contractor that are subject to use 
by pedestrian and vehicular traffic by the public. 

M.4 Property acquisitions and displacements 
Summary of Comments: The FTA and the Council received approximately 40 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning property acquisitions and displacements. Those commenters included businesses, community 
groups, and the general public. Commenters expressed concern about right-of-way impacts on private 
property and associated mitigation measures, particularly: the co-location of freight rail and LRT in the 
Kenilworth Corridor; the potential for residential and business displacements; the need to clearly identify 
which properties will be acquired for the Project; and, concern over potential impacts related to construction 
easements. Specific locations of concern include, but are not limited to: the City of Eden Prairie, the area 
surrounding Blake Station (including 43 Hoops), the Kenilworth Corridor (i.e., Burnham Road, Cedar Lake 
Parkway, and the areas surrounding the proposed West Lake and 21st Street Stations), and the proposed 
Royalston Station area (including the Minneapolis Farmers Market).   

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS, project adjustments have avoided and minimized acquisitions. As 
described in Section 3.4 of the Final EIS, the evaluation of property acquisitions and displacements includes a 
description of the affected environment, an evaluation of the long-term and short-term impacts related to 
property acquisitions and displacements, and a description of the mitigation measures that will be implemented 
with the Project. Information from the Final EIS is summarized in the responses below. 

The Project has been developed to minimize to the acquisition of private property and the displacement of 
businesses, residences, and other uses; however, some acquisitions and displacements will be necessary as part of 
the Project. As shown in Section 3.4.3, the Project will result in the partial acquisition of 159 parcels (totaling 
approximately 135 acres) and full acquisition of 36 parcels (totaling approximately 64 acres). Of these, 
145 parcels (totaling approximately 126 acres) are private property and 50 parcels (totaling approximately 73 
acres) are currently under public ownership. Property acquisitions are illustrated in Final EIS Exhibits 3.4-1 and 
3.4-2.   

The full or partial acquisition of property with industrial and/or commercial uses will result in the relocation of 
up to 72 businesses that currently operate on or use 20 of the parcels to be acquired by the Project. The Project 
will not displace any residences; however, small areas (generally less than 0.5 acres, but up to 2.5 acres) will be 
acquired from some residential properties. 

In addition, the Project will result in some short-term acquisitions related to temporary property easements to 
accommodate construction activities outside of the permanent right-of-way for the Project. Temporary property 
acquisitions could include short-term changes to property access or temporary conversion of land use to 
transportation use for construction staging and other construction activities throughout all or part of the 
construction period. Temporary property acquisitions (e.g., construction easements) will be needed on 178 
parcels, affecting approximately 134 acres. Refer to Appendix E of the Final EIS for a series of maps showing the 
Project’s temporary easements. Although some businesses may experience hardship during construction (e.g., 
road detours near the business, temporary on-street parking reductions), no business displacements related to 
construction easements are anticipated. Refer to Theme M.2, economic activity, for more information on potential 
impacts to businesses.  

Federal and state laws require that, when property is acquired for a public project, property owners be paid fair 
market value for their land and buildings and, where applicable, be assisted in finding replacement sites for 
businesses or residences. In addition, any tenant of the property to be acquired is entitled to receive relocation 
assistance, if desired. As part of the Project, the Metropolitan Council will identify and compensate affected 
property owners for long-term and short-term (construction) acquisitions according to the provisions of the 
federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Code of Federal 
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Regulations [CFR] Title 49, Part 24), as amended (49 CFR, Part 24), and MN Stat. 117 which sets forth 
requirements for acquisition of land, compensation, and uniform relocation benefits. Refer to Section 3.4.4 for 
more information on mitigation measures for acquisitions and displacements. 

As previously described, the design of the Project has been adjusted since the publication of the Draft EIS. These 
design adjustments affected acquisitions and displacements in the following ways: 

• Within the City of Eden Prairie, the light rail alignment has been adjusted to minimize acquisitions and 
displacements, as follows: 

 The location of the proposed Eden Prairie Town Center Station and the light rail alignment have been 
shifted south of the location proposed in the Draft EIS (i.e., along Technology Drive). The adjusted light 
rail alignment will run parallel to and north of Eden Road, heading east and then turning north at Flying 
Cloud Drive to cross Technology Drive at grade. The adjusted light rail alignment will avoid property 
acquisitions and the displacement of businesses along the south side of Technology Drive (including 
Bachman’s, Costco, Gander Mountain, etc.).  

 The westernmost terminus of the Project will be the proposed SouthWest Station; the previously proposed 
Mitchell Station evaluated in the Draft EIS will not be included in the Project. Therefore, the Project will 
not continue along Technology Drive west of SouthWest Station and will not result in direct impacts to 
private property east of the proposed SouthWest Station (including the Eaton and AGNL Health 
campuses). 

• The location of Blake Station has been adjusted since publication of the Draft EIS, and the station is now 
proposed to be located on the south side of the existing Bass Lake Spur freight rail corridor, rather than on 
the north side as evaluated in the Draft EIS. This adjustment was made based on the public and agency 
comments received in an effort to provide better connectivity to existing activity centers and to minimize 
impacts associated with Project right-of-way needs.  

• Within the Kenilworth Corridor, the Project has been adjusted since publication of the Draft EIS to include 
co-location of LRT and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor, with the proposed light rail alignment to be 
located within a shallow tunnel generally between West Lake Street and just south of the Kenilworth Lagoon 
(see Section 2.1 and Appendix E of the Final EIS for a more detailed description and illustration of the 
Project’s design within the Kenilworth Corridor). As a result, Project right-of-way acquisition needs within the 
Kenilworth Corridor have been minimized and the Project will not result in any residential displacements 
within the Kenilworth Corridor.  

• Within the area of the proposed Royalston Station, the design of the Project has been adjusted since 
publication of the Draft EIS to minimize property acquisitions and avoid business displacements. As a result, 
no businesses displacements (including the Minneapolis Farmers Market) in the Royalston Station Area are 
anticipated under the Project. Alternative station locations were considered and dismissed from further study 
for the following reasons: moving the proposed Royalston Station onto Border Avenue would have involved 
the acquisition of additional right-of-way, because of the narrowness of the existing right-of-way on Border 
Avenue; and moving Royalston Station onto 6th Avenue North would not serve additional areas of downtown 
Minneapolis and would have overlapping ridership with the existing Target Field Station. Additional issues 
associated with moving Royalston Station include increased length of the proposed light rail alignment, 
tighter curves, and functional difficulty interfacing with Target Field Station. Target Field Station cannot be 
moved because it is an existing station and the Project is intended to directly connect with the existing 
METRO Green and Blue Line LRT routes. See Appendix E of the Final EIS for the preliminary engineering plans 
which show the current design.   

M.5 Environmental Justice 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 100 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning environmental justice. Of these, approximately 70 were written comments received during a 
public hearing on the Draft EIS submitted by commenters associated with New American Academy who 
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expressed general concern over jobs, housing, and economic development for minority communities within 
the City of Eden Prairie. Other commenters included the following: City of Hopkins, City of Minneapolis, EPA, 
community groups, non-profit organizations, and the general public. These comments generally focused on: 
concern over the need to clearly identify and describe environmental justice (minority and low-income) 
populations using the appropriate data sources; the need to provide high quality transit service to 
environmental justice populations; public outreach to environmental justice populations; affordable housing 
and gentrification; and, potential impacts to environmental justice populations in the area of the proposed Van 
White Station related to the potential for a future passenger rail storage facility at the Linden Yards site.  

The City of Hopkins noted that there is an environmental justice population in the Blake Road area of Hopkins. 
The City of Minneapolis commented that it is critical that the Project benefit residents of both North 
Minneapolis and South Minneapolis, and acknowledged that the proposed stations included in the Project 
ensure that people of all income levels and demographic backgrounds will realize the long-term benefits of 
light rail in their neighborhood. The EPA expressed concern over gentrification and the need to map 
environmental justice populations. 

Response: As described in Chapter 5.0 of the Final EIS, the environmental justice analysis was completed in 
compliance with Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” USDOT Order 5610.2 (a), “Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” (May 2012), and Federal Transit Administration Circular 
4703.1, “Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit Administration Recipients” (August 2012). 

Responses to concerns over environmental justice issues in Eden Prairie are captured in the general responses 
below, including responses to the comments associated with New American Academy. Section 5.2.2 of the Final 
EIS includes a description of existing affordable housing within the study area (including Eden Prairie) and 
Section 5.4.1 describes measures that the Council will undertake in order to minimize the displacement of existing 
affordable housing options. As described in Section 3.2, the Project will create approximately 10,600 construction 
jobs and support a projected 172 new long-term jobs, which would be accessible to residents of Eden Prairie. As 
described in Section 3.1.3 and in Theme M.1, land use, of this response, light rail lines can advance the timing and 
increase the intensity of development within the limits allowed by local comprehensive plans, especially in areas 
near proposed stations (including those within the City of Eden Prairie). To fully leverage this development 
potential and to support local land use goals, Hennepin County, in partnership with the Cities of Eden Prairie, 
Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, Edina and Minneapolis, undertook a station area planning effort (Southwest 
Corridor Investment Framework. Hennepin County, 2013) which identifies station area development potential.   

Refer to Chapter 5 of the Final EIS for the Project’s environmental justice analysis, which was completed based on 
the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. This analysis 
includes a description of environmental justice populations within the study area, a summary of public 
engagement efforts for environmental justice populations, an evaluation of potential disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on environmental justice populations, and a project-wide environmental justice finding.  

As shown in Section 5.2, the description of environmental justice populations within the study area was completed 
based on data from the American Community Survey (ACS) 2009-2013, which was the most recent data source 
available at the time of the analysis. The analysis includes a description of minority and low-income populations 
by census block for the Project area. Minority populations are shown (in tabular form and on maps) in aggregate 
(i.e., combined minority populations) and by individual minority group. Low-income populations within the study 
area are shown by census block group. 

The Council developed a public outreach strategy for the Project that created meaningful opportunities for public 
engagement for all members of the community, including members of environmental justice communities. 
Throughout Project Development and the NEPA process, the Project team used several avenues of communication 
and outreach to engage minority and low-income communities affected by the Project. Project staff reached out 
to established neighborhood groups, community leaders, and private organizations composed of and connected 
to minority and low-income communities in the study area. Refer to Section 5.3 for more information on outreach 
to environmental justice populations.  
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As described in Section 5.4 of the Final EIS, the evaluation of potential disproportionately high and adverse effects 
on environmental justice populations included a review of all environmental categories in making determinations 
regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations, mitigation 
measures that will be implemented, and all offsetting benefits to the affected minority and low-income 
populations.  

As shown in Section 5.5 of the Final EIS, the project-wide environmental justice analysis concludes that, when 
adverse impacts on environmental justice populations, committed mitigation measures, and benefits to 
environmental justice populations are taken into account, the Project as a whole will not result in 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on environmental justice populations. Additional information from 
the Final EIS is summarized in the responses to comments below. 

Transit Service for Environmental Justice Populations  

Section 1.6 of the Final EIS documents the need to provide competitive, reliable transit options for transit 
dependent populations (including environmental justice populations). The Project will assist in creating more 
efficient links between the proposed light rail alignment and neighborhoods with environmental justice 
populations than currently exist (see Section 5.2 of the Final EIS describes the locations of minority and low-
income populations along the proposed light rail alignment). In addition, the Council, Metro Transit, and 
SouthWest Transit have collaborated to develop the 2040 bus operations plan associated with the Project. The 
plan, which includes new or restructured local bus routes connecting stations to regional and local destinations, 
will increase the hours and miles of bus service provided (see Section 2.1.1.3 of the Final EIS for more 
information). The increased transit service will improve access between neighborhoods with environmental 
justice populations along the proposed light rail alignment. The Project will also include bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements that provide comfortable connections to and from proposed LRT stations, which will enhance 
access to transit for low-income and minority populations by creating more efficient links between the proposed 
light rail alignment and environmental justice populations. 

Affordable Housing and Gentrification  

As the region makes significant investments in transit, The Council and its partners have taken steps to minimize 
and mitigate the impacts of neighborhood change along transitways that can displace existing low-income 
residents through increases in rent and housing costs (known as gentrification), and which could lead to a 
decrease in racial and financial diversity if unaddressed. This effort includes the development of plans and policies 
intended to preserve a mix of housing affordability and to protect housing options for existing low-income 
residents alongside the newer higher-income residents in areas where transit investments lead to higher housing 
costs. In particular, the 2040 Housing Policy Plan adopted by the Council in 2014 contains a policy to “Create or 
preserve a mix of housing affordability around emerging transit investments.” 

Southwest Corridor Community Works and its funding partners have been working together since 2012 to 
inventory existing housing options in the corridor, understand what the future housing demand may be, and 
identify the likely demographics of people interested in living along the corridor. In addition, the organization’s 
work includes developing a deep understanding of the current and potential local, county, state and federal 
technical and financial resources to support a full range of housing choices. The Council is working in partnership 
with Hennepin County and the cities along the proposed Southwest LRT route to implement the Southwest LRT 
Community Works Investment Framework, which will serve as a guide for short-term and long-term transit 
related policy and investments. Implementation of this framework could entail the establishment of policies to 
ensure new developments surrounding station areas include affordable housing options. The Council has also 
been involved in the Southwest LRT Community Works housing inventory that assesses existing housing and 
housing gaps in the corridor as a whole and around stations (http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-
rails/planning-information/housing-inventory). Some of the Southwest-specific studies and resources that inform 
this work include: 

• Southwest Corridor- wide Housing Inventory (2013), which chronicles existing housing and 
demographics along the corridor 

http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/housing-inventory
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/beyond-rails/planning-information/housing-inventory
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• Southwest LRT New Starts Affordable Housing Rating Evaluation Summary, MZ Strategies (2013), 
which outlines existing Southwest Corridor Cities plans and programs that support affordable and workforce 
housing that can be applied to the LRT Corridor 

• Southwest Corridor Investment Framework (2013), which provides Transitional Station Area Action 
Plans (TSAAPs) for each of the 17 station areas, including recommendations on likely sites for housing 
development 

• Southwest Corridor Housing Gaps Analysis (2014), which projects future housing demand, provides 
market analysis and outlines recommendations and tools to achieve a full range of housing choices 

• Southwest LRT New Starts Submittal (2014), which provides updated information on costs, ridership and 
land use/economic development both presently and looking into the future, as part of the Federal LRT 
Funding process 

• Corridor-wide Housing Strategy (2015), which documents a plan to support and encourage a full range of 
housing choices along the Southwest corridor station areas.  

Additionally, cities have undertaken housing studies, outlined tools and strategies in comprehensive plans and set 
individual housing goals. Further, in 2015, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
released a Final Rule titled Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH), which is intended to help communities 
that receive HUD funding to meet long-standing fair housing obligations in their use of HUD funds. The rule 
responds to recommendations of the Government Accountability Office and stakeholders for HUD to enhance its 
fair housing planning obligations by providing greater clarity and support to jurisdictions receiving HUD funding, 
and facilitating local decision-making on fair housing priorities and goals. As recipients of HUD funding, the 
Council and the affected cities will be required to comply with this final rule which will help to ensure affordable 
housing goals are met. These efforts, along with other resources and technical assistance, have been compiled and 
taken into consideration to inform the Southwest Community Works Corridor-wide Housing Strategy along the 
Green Line Extension. 

Linden Yards Passenger Rail Storage Facility 

Response: A proposed high speed rail layover or maintenance facility at Linden Yards is not evaluated in the 
Final EIS for the Project because it is not included within an adopted plan, nor is it a funded project. The land use 
and other analyses (including the environmental justice analysis) in the Final EIS are based on the City of 
Minneapolis’ applicable adopted land use plans, including the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan (2007). That plan 
designates much of the Linden Yards site as mixed-use, commercial and other development, with some park land; 
the plan recognizes that the site’s current use is industrial. The proposed light rail alignment and Van White 
Station will be northwest of Linden Yards and will not use any portion of the Linden Yards site. As such, the 
proposed light rail alignment and station will not preclude the use of the Linden Yards site for a rail storage or 
maintenance facility, nor will it preclude other development from occurring on that site. Conversely, development 
of Linden Yards (or lack of development of Linden Yards) will not preclude the proposed light rail alignment and 
station, nor would that development cut off access to the proposed station.  
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N. Concerns about Environmental Impacts 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 150 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning potential environmental effects of the project. Commenters included the City of Eden Prairie, City 
of Hopkins, City of Minneapolis, City of Minnetonka, City of St. Louis Park, EPA, MCWD, MnDOH, MnDOT, 
MPCA, MPRB, NMCWD, USACE, businesses, community groups, non-profit organizations, and the general 
public. The comments are addressed below and are organized into the following categories:  

• Parks, recreation areas, and open spaces; 
• Visual quality and aesthetics; 
• Geologic resources; 
• Groundwater resources; 
• Wetlands; 
• Public waters and surface water quality; 
• Floodplains; 
• Threatened and endangered species, habitat and migratory birds; 
• Air quality and greenhouse gases; 
• Hazardous and contaminated materials; 
• Electromagnetic fields, electromagnetic interference, and utilities; and 
• Cumulative impacts.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments and freight rail modifications into the Project. The Project team developed and 
evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including proposed 
adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the performance of the 
proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the Project’s adverse 
environmental impacts.  

The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations conducted in compliance with Section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act; Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act; Order DOT 5650.2; Executive Order 11988, as amended by Executive Order 13690; Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act; Minnesota Statute 84.0895 and Minnesota Rules 6212.1800-2300; Clean Air Act 
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards; Recovery Act and Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act; Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act; 
and incorporate various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into the Project. In particular, the 
design adjustments and freight rail modifications incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of 
light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The Final EIS analysis is 
based on the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS, which 
incorporates design adjustments and freight rail modifications made since publication of the Draft EIS. The 
alternative selection process and design adjustment process are documented in Chapter 2 and Appendix F in the 
Final EIS. 

Refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for an analyses of impacts in the categories listed above. These analyses 
include descriptions of the relevant regulatory context and methodology, affected environment, long-term and 
short-term impacts, and mitigation measures that will be implemented with the Project. Information from the 
Final EIS is summarized in the responses to comments below.   

N.1 Parks, recreation areas, and open spaces  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 60 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning parks, recreation areas, and open spaces. Those commenters included the cities of Minneapolis, 
Minnetonka, and St. Louis Park, MPRB, businesses, community groups, and the general public. 
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FTA and the Council received specific and general comments related to parklands, recreation areas, and open 
spaces. Several of these comments are also related to compliance with Section 4(f) and are addressed in 
Theme S and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The City of Minnetonka commented that there is a restrictive covenant 
on parcel PID 3611722210002 (Open Space B) and a conservation easement at parcel PID 2611722440106. 
The City of St. Louis Park commented that access between the Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail and Lilac Park 
should be maintained. The City of Minneapolis raised concerns about the acquisition of 0.81 acres of Cedar 
Lake Park. The MPRB commented that parklands along the Project are preserved in the same or better than 
existing condition; that natural wildlife habitat and parkland are maintained; that parklands retain their 
natural character; that Cedar Lake Park users have safe and pleasant access to and from the park; and that the 
Kenilworth Channel retains its natural beauty and serenity. Concerns from other commenters generally 
focused on parklands in the Kenilworth Corridor and on impacts to parks, including access, safety, noise, and 
visual quality.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of impacts to parks, recreation areas, and open spaces. 
The Council also continued coordination with property owners during Project design. Additionally, the Council 
advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

Section 3.6 of the Final EIS provides an analysis of parks, recreation areas, and open spaces. Table 3.6-2 in Section 
3.6 of the Final EIS provides a summary of impacts to parks, recreation areas, and open spaces. Section 3.6.4 of 
the Final EIS describes measures to mitigate impacts to parks, recreation areas, and open spaces. Theme E in this 
appendix includes responses to comments specific to parks, recreational areas, and open spaces in the Kenilworth 
Corridor. 

Parcel PID 3611722210002 (Open Space B) was evaluated as an open space in Section 3.6, Parks, Recreation 
Areas, and Open Spaces, of the Final EIS. The analysis notes the restrictive covenant.  

As stated in Final EIS Section 3.4, Acquisitions and Displacements, the Project will require the partial acquisition 
of Parcel PID 2611722440106. When acquiring property, the Council will provide property owners with monetary 
compensation in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
(Uniform Relocation Act), FTA’s Circular 5010.1D “Grants Management,” and Minn Stat. 117. Any businesses or 
persons displaced from the property will be compensated in accordance with provisions of the Uniform Relocation 
Act and Minn Stat. 117. FTA and the Council are aware of the conservation easement on PID 2611722440106, 
and during the acquisition process for PID 2611722440106 the conservation easement will be evaluated against 
the Project’s use of the parcel.  

Access to and from parks will be maintained during operation of the Project. During construction, some trails and 
sidewalks may be detoured either on a signed route on other trails/roadways or on a temporary facility built to 
re-route pedestrian and bicycle traffic around an obstruction, in order to maintain the safety of park and trail 
users. Areas and features of parks and recreation areas that are altered or disturbed due to construction 
activities will be restored to their original conditions or better in coordination with the jurisdictional owner. This 
mitigation measure applies to potential short-term direct impacts associated with construction-related 
disturbances at Purgatory Creek Park, Nine Mile Creek Conservation Area, Minnehaha Creek Open Space, 
Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon, Cedar Lake Park, and Bryn Mawr Meadows Park, as well as regional and local 
trails. 

Landscaping with native plant species will be incorporated into the Project’s design during Engineering, where 
applicable and appropriate. Habitat that is temporarily disturbed during construction will be re-seeded and 
restored, where appropriate, upon completion of construction. 

Additional information about visual quality, noise, access and safety, and Section 4(f) properties is located in 
Section 3.7, Section 3.12, Chapter 4, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, respectively. Additional response to comments 
about visual quality, noise, access, safety, and Section 4(f) are located in Themes N2, O, P, R, and S of this 
appendix, respectively. Appendix E, Preliminary Engineering Plans, in the Final EIS, illustrates the Project’s design 
including access points to parks.  
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N.2 Visual quality and aesthetics  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 70 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning visual quality and aesthetics. Those commenters included the cities of Minneapolis, Hopkins, 
Minnetonka, and St. Louis Park, MPRB, businesses, community groups, and the general public.  

MPRB and other commenters expressed concerns about visual impacts of the elevated rail structure proposed 
for construction over Cedar Lake Parkway. Topics of concern included the aesthetic integrity of the Grand 
Rounds Historic District and impacts on views from the Parkway, from nearby homes, from the adjacent trail 
segments, and from nearby areas of Cedar Lake used for boating.  

Other concerns about visual quality that generated comments, including from MPRB, included impacts in the 
Kenilworth Corridor, and the need for landscaping and careful design to mitigate visual effects.  

The City of Minnetonka stated that the introduction of the light rail line, including the installation of catenary poles 
and wires and the removal of trees along south side of the Claremont Apartments, would create visual impacts to 
some additional residential areas and trail users, and were not identified in the Draft EIS. The City asked that the 
Project mitigate potential visual impacts to affected residential properties. The City also expressed concern that LRT 
Alternative 1A would have negative visual impacts on existing single family residential neighborhoods and the 
Minnesota River Bluffs LRT Regional Trail. 

The cities of Minnetonka and Minneapolis, as well as some individual commenters, expressed concerns about the 
location, design, and screening of traction power substations (TPSS); the City of Minnetonka also expressed 
concerns about the design of signal bungalows. The primary request was that the precise locations of these facilities 
should be coordinated with the cities and that they be screened with landscaping. 

The City of Hopkins commented that the Project should minimize impacts on sight lines to the Minneapolis & St. 
Louis Railway Depot adjacent to the LRT alignment.  

The City Minneapolis expressed concerns about the impacts of locating the operation and maintenance facility 
on the site designated as “OMF Minneapolis 4” and indicated that the mitigation measures identified for it in 
the Draft EIS were insufficient to “minimize the impacts from tall buildings.” 

Responses: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of visual quality impacts. Additionally, the Council 
advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts. The 
Project will result in the co-location of light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1), and will 
not result in the relocation of existing freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor 
(LRT 3A). Within the City of Minnetonka the Project will not follow alternative LRT 1A, avoiding the visual 
impacts specific to alternative LRT 1A. As noted below, since the Draft EIS the Council and FTA performed a 
Visual Quality and Aesthetics analysis of the entire corridor, along alternative 3A-1, including in Minnetonka and 
where the Project is adjacent to the Minnesota River Bluffs LRT Regional Trail. See Theme C for responses to 
comments regarding opposition to freight rail out of the Kenilworth Corridor. Additionally, within the Kenilworth 
Corridor, a shallow light rail tunnel will be constructed between West Lake Street and just south of the 
Kenilworth Lagoon. With the shallow tunnel, light rail vehicles will go under Cedar Lake Parkway; therefore, a 
light rail bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway is not needed. Since the Draft EIS, the locations of TPSS and signal 
bungalow sites were determined through consultation with applicable local jurisdictions and were included in the 
Visual Quality and Aesthetics analysis in Section 3.7 of the Final EIS.  

After publication of the Draft EIS and the advancement of the design for the Project, the Council and FTA 
performed a systematic and detailed Visual Quality and Aesthetics analysis of the entire corridor. See Section 3.7, 
Visual Quality and Aesthetics, and Appendix J, of the Final EIS for the analysis. These findings are based on 
FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (FHWA, 1988). The method was designed to provide a 
systematic and objective approach to evaluation of the visual changes. The FHWA methodology is well established 
and widely accepted for the assessment of visual impacts and is well suited to assess the visual impacts of linear 
transportation facilities in urban areas. The assessment for the Project was based on visual assessment of the 
Project corridor, completed through site visits, analysis of existing conditions, and an evaluation of visual change. 
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All viewpoint sites were visited and the corresponding views were photographed to document the existing views. 
This field work, review of the photographs, and the subsequent coordination/consultation process with the 
Project team provided a basis for understanding the typical visual issues for each visual assessment area. 
Computer modeling and rendering techniques were then used to produce simulated images of the with-Project 
conditions for the viewpoints evaluation (see Appendix J). These visual simulations provided the bases for the 
assessment of visual change. This methodology is different than that used in the Draft EIS. Visual simulations of 
18 representative viewpoints along the proposed light rail alignment were also prepared (Appendix J, Exhibits J-1 
through J-25). These simulations provide a representative view of the appearance of the LRT facility after 
implementation, including design details of supporting features. Section 3.7.4 of the Final EIS describes measures 
to mitigate visual quality impacts.  

Viewpoint 6 in Appendix J of the Final EIS, which is located between the proposed light rail alignment and the 
Claremont Apartments, was included in the analysis and impact assessment process. A comparison of the existing 
conditions and simulation of the view as it would appear after implementation of the Project demonstrated that 
the visual impacts in this area would be Substantial. The impacts are related to removal of vegetation, 
introduction of the light rail alignment into the area, and the construction of a high retaining wall. The Council 
prepared design guidelines for key structures throughout the proposed light rail alignment, focusing on bridges 
and retaining walls. Those guidelines are included within the Visual Quality Guidelines for Key Structures 
(Council, 2015 – refer to Appendix C for information on how to access the Guidelines). The following measures will 
be implemented to mitigate the removal of existing vegetation: 

• Design and implement landscaping into the Project design at appropriate locations to address identified 
visual impacts, within available landscape budget and balancing other priorities for landscaping (e.g., surface 
water quality, habitat preservation, species of concern), which could include the following: 

Retain as much of existing vegetation as appropriate to provide shielding for sensitive viewpoints, including 
techniques such as chaining and mowing without removal of the root systems, and/or tying back large shrubs 
and trees to provide adequate areas for construction activities. 

Restore and replant cleared areas in a timely manner, where appropriate, considering such factors as species 
type, seasonal growing conditions, and other construction-related activities. 

Place new and replacement trees based on such factors as helping to provide the maximum screening of views 
to and from sensitive viewpoints (e.g., adjacent residential areas) or providing street ornamentation, where 
appropriate. 

Develop landscape plans for areas adjacent to elevated structures, retaining walls, noise walls, and TPSS 
sites3 to achieve such effects as providing partial screening from sensitive viewpoints. 

Incorporate visual mitigation measures for Section 106-protected resources and Section 4(f)-protected 
properties as specified in the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement and the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, 
respectively (see Appendix H and Appendix I, respectively). 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

After publication of the Draft EIS, a comprehensive analysis was conducted for siting of the proposed OMF, and 
OMF Minneapolis 4 was dropped from consideration and is no longer a part of the Project. 

The sightlines to and from the Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway Depot were considered in the cultural resources 
analysis completed for the Final EIS. See Table 3.5-3 in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIS for the 
consideration of visual resources within the evaluation of historic properties. See Theme S of this appendix for 
response to comments concerning historic properties, including those associated with visual resources.  

Visual Impacts in the Kenilworth Corridor  

                                                      
3 A traction power substation (TPSS) is an electrical substation that converts electric power from the form provided by the 
electrical power industry for public utility service to an appropriate voltage, current type, and frequency to supply railways, 
trams (streetcars), or trolleybuses with traction current. 
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Summary of Comments: Several commenters raised concerns about the Project’s potential visual impacts and 
mitigation measures in the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Responses: See Theme E4 of this appendix for response to comments about visual quality impacts specific to 
the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Landscaping  

Summary of Comments: Several commenters raised concerns about landscaping and Project design details 
throughout the Project. Some of the concerns suggested that the visual impact of the proposed light rail alignment 
should be balanced with well-designed landscape and hardscape elements to reflect the natural beauty of the area and 
that more attention should be paid to visual and aesthetic character and materials selection.  

Responses: The Final EIS Visual Quality and Aesthetics analysis included a detailed assessment of potential visual 
impacts (see Section 3.7 and Appendix J). The assessment included defining the setting of the project, identifying 
views from and of the project, identifying representative key viewpoints, documenting existing visual quality and 
resources, assessing changes to those visual resources, determining the level of visual impact (Low, Moderate, or 
Substantial), and the identifying and development of mitigation measures. The Council prepared design 
guidelines for key structures throughout the proposed light rail alignment, focusing on bridges and retaining 
walls. Those guidelines are included within the Visual Quality Guidelines for Key Structures (Council, 2015 – refer 
to Appendix C for instructions on how to access the Guidelines). Additional measures will be implemented to 
mitigate the removal of existing vegetation (See Section 3.7.4), including landscaping, as applicable. The Council 
will also develop a Project-wide landscape plan during Engineering. 

See Theme E4 of this appendix for response to comments about visual quality impacts specific to the Kenilworth 
Corridor.  

N.3 Geologic resources  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 10 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning geologic resources. Those commenters included the cities of Minneapolis and Minnetonka, MPCA, 
businesses, community groups, and the general public. Commenters were concerned about areas of 
compressible soils (i.e., peat, organic silts, and fat clays) along the proposed light rail alignment that may settle 
unevenly under the weight of light rail stations and parking structures, possibly resulting in structural damage 
to adjacent residences and businesses. The area surrounding the proposed SouthWest Station was identified 
as an area of particular concern. Commenters were concerned that engineering measures taken to ensure the 
structural integrity of their buildings would be compromised during construction and operation of the Project, 
specifically due to groundwater pumping and the operation of light rail vehicles. In a related concern, the City 
of Minneapolis requested that the geology discussion include consideration of the layers of highly variable 
urban fill located along some sections in Minneapolis. Other concerns included a comment that construction 
over the Kenilworth Channel may further deteriorate the wooden retaining walls along the Channel and 
accelerate erosion behind the walls, and that construction activities alongside slopes for major excavations 
may degrade soils through compaction and erosion. Regulatory issues were raised by the City of Minnetonka, 
noting a grading and erosion control permit from the City is required for land disturbance activities greater 
than 5,000 square feet or 50 cubic yards.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of soil conditions. Additionally, the Council advanced 
the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

Areas of compressible soils along the Project, including those around SouthWest Station, will be addressed with 
appropriate design and construction techniques including removing the soft soils and replacing them with 
suitable fill, deep foundations, driven piles, drilled shaft-supported foundations, or lightweight fill. The Council 
will continue to evaluate compressible soils during the Engineering phase and will obtain additional soil data 
where necessary to assist in determining where to excavate and replace soft soils. See Final EIS Section 3.8.3.1 
and the Southwest LRT Project Geology and Groundwater Evaluation Supporting Documentation (see Appendix C 
for instructions on how to access supporting documentation) for more information. The evaluation in the Final 
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EIS determined that the risk of buildings settling due to groundwater removal during construction is low; to 
minimize that risk further, groundwater removal BMPs will be employed during construction. For construction 
activities at- or above-grade, wildlife-friendly BMPs for controlling soil erosion (e.g. using natural materials, 
avoiding the use of welded webbing) will be used. 

The wooden retaining WPA walls were evaluated as an element of the Kenilworth Lagoon. The Section 106 
evaluation of the Kenilworth Lagoon is located in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, and Appendix H, of the Final 
EIS.  

Final EIS Table 9.5-1 provides a preliminary list of required permits, approvals, and reviews by agency 
jurisdiction, including an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan from the City of Minnetonka. The Council will 
develop a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) as a part of the permitting process. 

N.4 Groundwater resources  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 10 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning groundwater resources. Those commenters included the cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, and 
Minneapolis, MPCA, MPRB, NMCWD, businesses, community groups, and the general public. Beyond general 
concern about the need to protect groundwater and conduct additional groundwater investigations, 
commenters were concerned about groundwater sensitivity and groundwater pumping. The City of Eden 
Prairie stated that its groundwater system is vulnerable and highly sensitive and that the Emergency 
Management Zone has been mapped for its Wellhead Protection Plan and should be evaluated, as the zone 
extends beyond the areas referenced in the Draft EIS. The City also stated that the Draft EIS groundwater 
section should be updated to reflect the City’s local information on groundwater sensitivity. Other concerns 
about groundwater sensitivity centered on the Project’s potential to adversely affect groundwater quality 
through construction-related spills. 

Those that commented on the potential adverse impacts of groundwater pumping, including the City of 
Minnetonka, MPRB, and NMCWD, were concerned that groundwater pumping could adversely affect 
groundwater flow and water levels in parks, wetlands and surface waters, and wells; NMCWD also noted that 
the Project will need to acquire a water appropriations permit. The City of Minneapolis asked for additional 
analysis of the location and impacts on local wells and stated that appropriate approvals would be needed for 
temporary or permanent groundwater pumping. The MPCA stated that areas beneath the landfill and around 
the landfill may contain contaminated groundwater. The MPCA also stated concerns about the proximity of the 
LRT construction to the landfill and if groundwater pumping is anticipated for LRT construction, contaminated 
groundwater may be encountered, depending on depth. The MDOH stated that the Project overlaps with 
Drinking Water Supply Management Areas and Emergency Response Areas and requested that additional 
information attached to their comment be considered. NMCWD had similar concerns about existing soil 
conditions and requested further evaluation of soils to determine suitability for stormwater retention.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of groundwater impacts. Additionally, the Council 
advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

In regard to the concerns about existing groundwater sensitivity, Final EIS Section 3.8.2.2, Groundwater 
Resources, the evaluation covers groundwater sensitivity for the water table, as well as drinking water supply 
vulnerability to pollution. Exhibit 3.8-5 in the Final EIS illustrates water-table susceptibility to pollution within 
the vicinity of the Project. The design of the Project, including in Eden Prairie, includes measures which account 
for areas of high susceptibility to water table pollution.  

The cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, and St. Louis Park use groundwater found in the deeper bedrock 
aquifers as drinking water. Exhibit 3.8-6 in the Final EIS illustrates the vulnerability to pollution of the Drinking 
Water Supply Management Areas within the vicinity of the Project.  

The evaluation of groundwater resources documented in Section 3.8 of the Final EIS was developed based on the 
most recent Wellhead Protection Plan for the City of Eden Prairie. Before beginning construction of the Project, 
the Council will coordinate with the host cities, including Eden Prairie, to confirm that constructing and 
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operating the Project will meet the provisions of the individual Wellhead Protection Plans and the Source Water 
Protection Plan.  

In regard to comments about identifying local wells and drinking water management, Exhibit 3.8-1 illustrates the 
locations of Drinking Water Management Areas, Wellhead Protection Areas, and known private wells along the 
Project alignment. The Project design accounted for the presence of the Drinking Water Supply Management 
Areas and Emergency Response Areas and the Council is working with appropriate jurisdictions on BMPs and 
permitting for storm water retention sites, which will be located outside of any High Vulnerability Drinking 
Water Supply Management Areas. The Project used the Source Water Protection Issues Related to Stormwater 
document that MDOH provided as guidance as well as Minnesota Stormwater Manual for BMP design.  

In regard to the Project’s impact on groundwater flow and water levels, the construction of foundations for the 
Project’s light rail stations and park-and-ride facilities, or cut-and-fill features will result in relatively minor 
localized changes in groundwater flow. In areas where the Project could prevent the movement of shallow 
groundwater, drainage features such as French drains will be installed to allow normal groundwater flow and 
prevent ponding. Within the Kenilworth Corridor, groundwater modeling studies to evaluate the impacts of the 
Kenilworth Tunnel on water levels in the vicinity of the tunnel show that because of the sandy soil conditions and 
lack of groundwater flow in the vicinity of the tunnel, groundwater will rise and fall equally around the tunnel. 
The Project will not adversely affect groundwater flow in the groundwater study area. 

The operation of the light rail system is not expected to affect the quality of shallow groundwater because the 
trains will be electric, and, generally, there are no activities associated with train operation that generate 
pollutants. The Project is not expected to adversely affect the groundwater quality in the aquifers used for public 
drinking water. The depths of proposed cuts and the piles that will be used along the proposed light rail 
alignment will be above the depths of the municipal wells used in the cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, 
and St. Louis Park. Because the Project will be constructed with engineering controls to limit and contain releases 
and spills, the likelihood of soil and groundwater contamination during construction will be minimized.  

To mitigate the risk of groundwater contamination, a groundwater management plan will be prepared by the 
Council, and approved by MnDNR and applicable local jurisdictions before construction. That plan will address 
long-term and short-term collection, storage, and disposal of surface water runoff and pumped groundwater. The 
groundwater management plan will include monitoring, which will be used to assess groundwater infiltration 
and to prioritize any potential repairs to the waterproofing systems. The Project’s plan will be based on an 
appropriate safety factor, to be determined in consultation with the City of Minneapolis, MCWD, and the MnDNR, 
which will be applied to pumping rates and yearly pumping volumes in calculating maximum inflow amounts. In 
developing the groundwater management plan, the Council will consider MDOH’s concerns about the placement 
of stormwater handling facilities in or near wellhead protection areas. Where temporary groundwater pumping 
may be needed during construction, the Project will minimize the potential for adverse groundwater quality 
impacts by adhering to permit requirements related to groundwater pumping and discharge from groundwater 
pumping, including a water use (appropriation) permit from MnDNR during construction. 

In regard to concerns about groundwater pollution under and around the landfill, the Project does not include 
substantial long-term groundwater pumping at the proposed Hopkins OMF site. During construction, temporary 
groundwater pumping will be required in the area of the proposed Hopkins OMF. Appropriate remediation for 
pumping of groundwater in areas with contaminated groundwater will be determined in response action plans 
(RAPs) which will be developed by the Project and approved by MPCA prior to construction. See Final EIS Section 
3.14.3 for more information about potential long-term pumping at the proposed OMF and RAPs. 

N.5 Wetlands 
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 30 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning wetlands. Those commenters included the cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, and St. Louis Park, 
MPCA, USACE, NMCWD, MCWD, EPA, businesses, community groups, and the general public. The cities of Eden 
Prairie and Minnetonka, MPCA, NMCWD, EPA, and USACE commented on source information and 
methodology for identifying existing wetlands and the need for field-verified wetland delineations along with 
additional analysis. These comments also covered regulatory requirements regarding impacts to wetlands and 
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wetland buffers and measures to mitigate impacts. The City of St. Louis Park stated that mandatory 
environmental requirements are not mitigation. MCWD stated that it was interested in agency coordination 
during the Project. In addition, the EPA provided comments on several wetland-related topics. The response to 
the EPA comments is located in Appendix N of the Final EIS. 

The USACE also provided comments related to the following topics: 

1) Project purpose and need and applicability to CWA Section 404 review 

2) USACE concurrence with the array of alternatives considered for Project and those carried forward in 
the Draft EIS 

3) Selection of the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of wetland impacts, completion of wetland 
delineations for the Project, and coordination with applicable jurisdictions. Additionally, the Council advanced 
the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

To facilitate agency coordination, as prescribed under the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act of 1991, a 
Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP) was established in July 2013 to institute coordination procedures as wetlands 
are delineated throughout the corridor, wetlands qualities are assessed, and mitigation options are considered. 
Chaired by the Assistant Director of Environmental and Agreements, the Project’s TEP has members representing 
the USACE, BWSR, MnDNR, MnDOT, City of Eden Prairie, City of Minneapolis, City of Minnetonka, City of St. Louis 
Park, BCWD, MCWD, MWMO, and NMCWD. Representatives from Hennepin County and Riley Purgatory Bluff 
Creek Watershed District also participate in the TEP. See Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for additional information 
about agency coordination  

The Project completed in-field wetland boundary and type delineations for the entire alignment according to 
methodology specified by the applicable regulatory agencies. The boundary and types of the wetlands were 
subsequently reviewed in the field and approved by the regulatory agencies, as discussed in Section 3.9.2 of the 
Final EIS.  

The design of the Project has advanced since the publication of the Draft EIS, and wetland impacts have been 
avoided or minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Additional details regarding wetland regulatory 
requirements, impact avoidance and minimization, impact quantities, and mitigation measures are provided in 
Section 3.9 of the Final EIS, including maps that depict wetland and impact locations (Exhibits 3.9-2 and 3.9-3). 
The Project will comply with requirements for impacts to created wetland and/or buffer areas that are protected 
under easement. Table 3.9-1 of the Final EIS provides a list of regulatory agencies and the associated regulated 
resource(s), and Table 9.5-1 of the Final EIS provides a comprehensive list of permits and approvals required for 
the Project. 

The following is a summary of corresponding responses to the USACE’s comments listed above: 

The Council participated in a NEPA/404 Merger Process to gain preliminary concurrence from the USACE that 
the Project met the major requirements specified under Section 404 of the CWA, as discussed in detail in Section 
3.9.3 of the Final EIS.  

1) The broad purpose and need suggested by the USACE for CWA Section 404 review was incorporated into 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, as well as the CWA Section 404 permit application that was submitted to the 
USACE in November 2015 (see Appendix D of the Final EIS). 

2) The USACE concurrence with the range of alternatives considered for the Project has been incorporated into 
Section 3.9 of the Final EIS and into the CWA Section 404 permit application (see Appendix D of the Final EIS). 

3) Since the publication of the Draft EIS, the USACE provided preliminary concurrence that the current design 
alternative is the LEDPA, as documented in the Project’s NEPA/404 Merger Process documents that are 
discussed in Section 3.9.3 of the Final EIS. 
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N.6 Public waters and surface water quality  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 40 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning public waters and surface water quality. Those commenters included the cities of Eden Prairie, 
Minnetonka, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis, MPRB, MPCA, MnDOT, NMCWD, MCWD, EPA, businesses, 
community groups, and the general public. MnDOT, NMCWD, MCWD, and the cities of St. Louis Park, 
Minnetonka, and Minneapolis stated that the project should coordinate with applicable regulatory agencies to 
identify and incorporate all state and local public/surface water rules and regulations into the Project, 
including mitigation, and to integrate and implement ongoing local stormwater management projects when 
possible. Commenters, including the EPA and MPCA, requested that the Final EIS include additional 
information regarding the location, number, and quality of streams in the Project area, and the BMPs that will 
be utilized during design and construction. 

The cities of Minneapolis and Minnetonka, MPRB, NMCWD, and MCWD also requested that the Council 
complete additional analysis of impacts on public/surface waters to ensure they will be protected during and 
after construction of the Project. Concerns regarding impacts generally involved pollutant loading in public 
waters, an increase in stormwater runoff, changes in drainage patterns, loss of existing stormwater detention 
areas, and construction phase dewatering methodologies. One commenter requested that the Project consider 
daylighting a portion of Bassett Creek in the area that would be affected by the Project. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of public waters and surface quality impacts. 
Additionally, the Council advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate impacts.  

The Council continues to coordinate with applicable regulatory agencies to discuss permitting requirements and 
expectations related to public/surface water impacts and mitigation, as well as the potential to partner on 
ongoing local stormwater management projects. Table 9.5-1 of the Final EIS provides a comprehensive list of 
permits and approvals required for the Project. Section 3.9 includes details regarding stream crossings that will 
be affected by the Project, and the CWA Section 404 permit application (see Final EIS Appendix D) includes 
information regarding BMPs that will be utilized in order to obtain CWA Section 401 certification from the MPCA.  

The Project also completed a more thorough analysis on the potential public/surface water impacts since the 
publication of the Draft EIS, as described in Final EIS Section 3.9 and the Project’s Water Quality Technical Report 
(see Final EIS Appendix C). The Project performed impervious surface calculations and will develop a SWPPP to 
meet state and local public/surface water quality requirements, as discussed in Section 3.9 of the Final EIS. The 
Project will mitigate impacts appropriately, often by creating stormwater management facilities that meet 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements and will be approved by local permitting 
authorities. Where temporary groundwater pumping may be needed during construction, the Project will 
minimize potential for impacts on surface water quality by adhering permit requirements related to 
groundwater pumping and discharge, thereby minimizing the potential of adverse surface water quality impacts. 
See Theme N4 for responses to comments about groundwater resources.  

The Project will cross over Bassett Creek where the creek is in a tunnel. The crossing will not alter the cross-
sections or hydrological characteristics, or obstruct flow patterns of Bassett Creek. Basset Creek will not be 
removed from the tunnel at this location as a result of the Project.  

N.7 Floodplains  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 10 comments from the Draft EIS 
concerning floodplains. Commenters, including the EPA, cities of Minnetonka and Eden Prairie, and NMCWD, 
noted that the various local permitting authorities have unique requirements related to floodplain impacts 
and mitigation, and that the Final EIS should include a detailed discussion and more thorough analysis of 
floodplain impacts and required mitigation.  



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-101 
 May 2016 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of floodplain impacts. Additionally, the Council 
advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

The Council continues to coordinate with applicable regulatory agencies regarding permitting requirements and 
expectations related to floodplain impacts and mitigation, and subsequently analyzed and quantified the 
anticipated impacts and mitigation. Additional details regarding floodplain regulatory requirements, impacts, 
and mitigation measures are provided in Section 3.9 of the Final EIS, including maps that illustrate the locations 
of regulated floodplains and potential impacts to floodplains (Exhibits 3.9-4 and 3.9-5). Mitigation sites 
summarized in Table 3.9-8 in the Final EIS will be located within or adjacent to applicable floodplains. Table 9.5-
1 of the Final EIS provides a comprehensive list of permits and approvals required for the Project. 

N.8 Threatened and endangered species, habitat, and migratory birds  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 40 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning threatened and endangered species, habitat, and migratory birds. Those commenters included the 
City of Minnetonka, MPRB, MCWD, EPA, businesses, community groups, and the general public. MCWD and 
other commenters expressed concerns about the Project’s long-term effects on wildlife and habitat and 
requested that the Council complete a more detailed analysis of existing conditions in order to properly 
evaluate potential impacts to habitat and wildlife, including impacts to federal and state listed threatened and 
endangered species and their associated habitat. The concerns about long-term effects were generally related 
to an increase in light, noise, and activity, and to the potential for wildlife to be struck by light rail vehicles. 
Some commenters specifically requested that the Council complete additional analysis of the existing habitat 
within the Kenilworth Corridor.  

MPRB and other commenters also requested that the Council consider preserving or enhancing existing 
habitat. The City of Minnetonka stated that the city has tree ordinance requirements. Commenters stated that 
the design of the Project should include measures that will allow for movement of terrestrial species if the 
Project results in habitat fragmentation. The EPA suggested that the Project implement BMPs to minimize 
unavoidable construction impacts on sensitive aquatic habitats (wetlands).  

Commenters also stated that the Draft EIS did not contain adequate information and analysis regarding the 
occurrence of regulated bird species and the Project’s effect on them. Some commenters expressed concern 
over the effects of high voltage electricity on birds and flyways, stating that additional studies should be 
completed to ensure that the catenary wires system do not cause avian electrocution.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of impacts to threatened and endangered species, 
habitat, and migratory birds. Additionally, the Council advanced the design of the Project, and identified 
approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

The Council utilized multiple MnDNR data sources to perform a thorough analysis on the existing conditions 
related to the presence of habitat and wildlife within the Project area. See Section 3.10, Ecosystems, of the Final 
EIS for the analysis. The Council also coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and MnDNR to 
determine: 1) the presence of federal and state listed threatened and endangered species and associated habitat 
within the Project area, 2) the Project’s likelihood to affect those species and habitat, and 3) the 
mitigation/commitments that will be required in order for the Project to remain in compliance with the 
applicable rules and regulations. The Council determined that the Project will not result in impacts to wildlife 
and/or habitat that are regulated at the federal or state level because appropriate avoidance measures will be 
implemented where needed (see Section 3.10 of the Final EIS for additional details). The Project will result in 
short-term and long-term impacts to habitat that is regulated by local tree ordinances. The Council performed 
tree surveys in select areas and will continue to coordinate with local permitting authorities to meet the 
ordinance requirements when feasible.  

Regarding concerns over the Project’s increases in in light, noise, and human activity due to implementation of 
the Project, and the associated effects on wildlife species that occur in this area, Section 3.10.3 of the Final EIS 
concludes that wildlife in the Project area are not expected to be affected by the Project on a long-term basis.  
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The response to comments regarding threatened and endangered species, habitat, and migratory birds specific to 
the Kenilworth Corridor is located in Theme E of this appendix.  

Requests to preserve or enhance existing habitat, native landscaping are incorporated into the design along the 
entire alignment, where applicable and appropriate. The Council will establish native vegetated wetland buffers, 
where feasible, within the Project’s permanently acquired right-of-way, as required by local permitting 
authorities and discussed in Section 3.9 of the Final EIS. Where wetland buffers are not feasible, the Project will 
request a variance.  

The Project avoided habitat fragmentation at identified Regionally Significant Ecological Corridors, except for 
one located near the proposed Penn Station. The Project’s design at that location will incorporate appropriately 
sized and spaced openings in the permanent safety/security barriers to maintain habitat connectivity and allow 
for movement of terrestrial species, as discussed in Section 3.10.3 of the Final EIS.  

Regarding requests for additional analysis on regulated bird species, a thorough analysis was completed since the 
publication of the Draft EIS. As discussed in Section 3.10.1 of the Final EIS, the Council identified the regulated 
species that have been observed and confirmed to nest in Hennepin County. In addition, the Council utilized 
MnDNR data sources to identify occurrences of bald eagle and golden eagle nesting sites as well as Migratory and 
Waterfowl Feeding and Resting Areas. The Project will not have a long-term direct impact on migratory birds. It 
is likely that the regulated migratory bird species present in the migratory bird study area have adapted to 
survive in urban areas and tolerate high levels of human activity given the limited forest or woodland areas 
present. The Project will implement measures to avoid short-term impacts. See Subtheme N11 below for a 
response to comments about birds being electrocuted by the Project’s catenary system.  

Regarding construction impacts to sensitive aquatic habitats, the Project minimized short-term impacts on 
wetlands to the maximum extent practicable. See Section 3.9.5 of the Final EIS for examples of BMPs that will be 
implemented during construction, where applicable and appropriate, and see Appendix D in the Final EIS for the 
location of the Section 404 Clean Water Act permit application that includes details regarding wetland impact 
avoidance and minimization.  

N.9 Air quality and greenhouse gases  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 20 comments concerning air quality 
and greenhouse gases. Those commenters included the City of Minneapolis, MPRB, EPA, businesses, 
community groups, and the general public. The City of Minneapolis recommended alternative methodology be 
used for the greenhouse gas analysis in the Draft EIS and also stated that additional efforts to diminish the 
need for commuters to use cars to travel to the stations will better achieve the goal of reducing greenhouse 
gases. The MPRB and other commenters expressed concerns about potential air quality impacts from traffic 
congestion and traffic delays around the West Lake Station and that this would be the case if Cedar Lake 
Parkway were to remain an at-grade crossing. The EPA commented that the Project should commit to 
recommended short-term construction mitigation measures in the Record of Decision.  

Commenters expressed concerns about the impacts of a potential diesel rail storage facility at Linden on air 
quality and its effect on the nearby environmental justice communities. One commenter noted the need to 
reduce air pollution and that the Project would be important in that effort. One commenter also suggested that 
vegetation should be planted as part of the Project to help counteract global warming.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work continued evaluation of impacts to air quality and greenhouse gases. Additionally, the 
Council advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid and minimize impacts.  

While the Final EIS does include an evaluation of GHG emissions related to the Project (see Section 3.11), it does 
not evaluate potential changes in GHG emissions related to indirect changes in land use patterns. The Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) released revised draft guidance on the consideration of GHG in NEPA documents for 
all federal actions on December 18, 2014, which formed the basis of the methodology for the GHG analysis 
completed in the Final EIS. Based on this methodology, the evaluation of GHG impacts in the Final EIS includes a 
review of the emissions changes from vehicles (i.e., personal automobile, trucks, transit buses, and rail vehicles) at 
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a regional level. As described in Final EIS Section 3.11.3.3, operation of the Project will result in a net GHG 
emissions reduction in the region and beneficial GHG as a proxy for climate change impacts. 

In regard to construction-related greenhouse gases, Section 3.11.3.3.C concludes that the Project’s construction 
emissions will be temporary, and that the Project will make an effort to minimize the amount of emissions 
generated during construction. If amortized over the life of the Project, the GHG emission from construction of the 
Project is minimal. In addition, the Project is included in the Regional Transportation Plans and Transportation 
Improvement Program, which consider climate change mitigation, adaptation and resilience for sustainable 
development of the region. Therefore, long-term and short-term GHG emissions from the proposed Project will not 
hinder the region’s GHG emission reduction efforts. 

Additionally, Final EIS Section 3.11.3.1, Transportation Conformity, includes an analysis of Regional and Project-
level conformity. The project-level conformity analysis comprised two parts: a carbon monoxide hot spot analysis 
and a mobile source air toxics (MSATs) analysis. The carbon monoxide (CO) hot spot analysis concluded that the 
Project is not be expected to cause localized CO concentrations that violate the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) (40 CFR Part 50), and a detailed CO “hot spot" modeling analysis is not required. The MSATSs 
analysis concluded that the Project in the design year is expected to be associated with lower levels of MSAT 
emissions in the region, relative to the No Build Alternative, along with benefit from improvements in speed and 
reductions in region-wide vehicle traffic. There could be slightly higher MSAT levels in localized areas where 
Project-related activities (e.g. automobile trips to park-and-ride lots) will occur closer to homes, schools, and 
businesses (MSAT levels are likely to decrease over time due to nationally mandated cleaner vehicles and fuels). 

The measures recommended by EPA to reduce short-term construction impacts to air quality are listed in Final 
EIS Section 3.11.3.5, Short-term Impacts on Air Quality. 

Landscaping with native plant species will be incorporated into the Project’s design during Engineering, where 
applicable and appropriate.  

N.10 Hazardous and contaminated materials  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 10 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning hazardous and contaminated materials. Those commenters included the cities of Minnetonka and 
Minneapolis, MPCA, CP, TC&W, community groups, and the general public. Comments expressed general 
concern over the cleanup of hazardous and contaminated material. Areas of particular concern included the 
vicinity of the proposed 21st Street Station, the Golden Auto/National Lead Superfund site, and the Hopkins 
Landfill.  

The City of Minneapolis commented that any contaminated sites discovered during project construction must 
be remediated. CP and TC&W expressed concern over potential impacts to the Golden Auto/National Lead 
Superfund site. The MPCA commented that the Project must consider potential impacts, including methane gas 
generation, related to the Hopkins Landfill site. The City of Minnetonka asked if the Project would use salt 
during winter snow removal operations.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of impacts from hazardous and contaminated 
materials. Additionally, the Council advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate impacts.  

Refer to Section 3.14 of the Final EIS for an evaluation of hazardous and contaminated materials, based on the 
definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. This evaluation 
includes a description of the affected environment (including identification of potentially contaminated sites), an 
evaluation of the Project’s environmental consequences related to hazardous and contaminated materials, and 
mitigation measures that will be implemented with the Project (including remediation for contaminated sites). 
Information from the Final EIS is summarized in the responses to comments below. 

General concerns over identification and remediation of hazardous and contaminated material sites 
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Short-term direct and indirect impacts typically result from earthwork or other disturbances at or in proximity to 
contaminated areas that might mobilize or result in the release of hazardous and contaminated materials. As 
described in Section 3.14.4, the Council will conduct site remediation in accordance with the MPCA Brownfield 
Program regulatory framework and the approved RAP for the Project. As described in Section 3.14.4, in cases 
where the disturbance of hazardous and contaminated material cannot be avoided, the Council will conduct site 
remediation in accordance with commitments made as part of the MPCA’s oversight of the Brownfield Program 
and the Project’s participation in it. Implementation of these measures will result in controlled management of 
hazardous and contaminated materials and a low risk of human exposure to unhealthy contaminants. The 
following are specific mitigation measures that will be implemented with the Project:  

• Response Action Plans (RAPs). RAPs were developed by the Council and approved by MPCA to address the 
risks identified in the Phase I and Phase II environmental site assessments (ESA). Cleanup of identified 
contamination will begin prior to, or at the same time as, project excavation and/or drilling activities. All 
cleanup activities will be conducted with prior MPCA approval and in accordance with the approved Site 
Health and Safety Plans (HASP).4Qualified inspectors will monitor cleanup activities. A final report 
documenting all removal and disposal activity will be prepared and submitted to the MPCA.  

Construction Contingency Plan (CCP). It is reasonable to expect that previously undocumented soil or 
groundwater contamination may be encountered during construction. Prior to the start of construction, the 
Council will prepare, and MPCA will review and approve, a CCP to address the discovery of unknown 
contamination. This plan will outline procedures for initial contaminant screening; soil and groundwater 
sampling; laboratory testing; and removal, transport, and disposal of contaminated materials at licensed 
facilities. Contaminated material removal and disposal will be in accordance with this plan; monitored by 
qualified inspectors; and documented in final reports for submittal to MPCA. 

Hazardous Building Material Surveys. In addition to contaminated soil and groundwater, the potential 
exists for structures on acquired land to contain asbestos, lead paint, or other hazardous materials. Any 
existing structures on acquired land will be surveyed for the presence of hazardous/regulated materials prior 
to their demolition or modification. Potentially hazardous materials will be handled and managed in 
compliance with all applicable regulatory standards and will be disposed in accordance with all Hazardous 
Materials Abatement Plans for in-place hazardous/regulated materials, and the RAP/CCP for 
hazardous/regulated materials in the site soils. 

Regulated Waste Assessments. Regulated Waste Assessments were completed for existing bridge structures 
that will be modified or demolished as part of the Project. The purpose of the assessments is to identify the 
presence and quantity of asbestos and regulated waste at the seven bridges and two pier protection locations 
along the Southwest LRT alignment (see Appendix E for the Project’s Preliminary Engineering Plans). 
The effort includes documenting and sampling suspect regulated waste, including asbestos, lead-based paint, 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing caulk, and mercury-containing light bulbs and 
ballasts. Potentially hazardous materials will be handled and managed in compliance with all applicable 
regulatory standards and will be disposed of in accordance with the Hazardous Materials Abatement Plans 
for in-place hazardous/regulated materials, and the RAP/CCP for hazardous/regulated materials in the site 
soils. 

• 

• 

• 

Hazardous and contaminated material near the proposed 21st Street Station   

As described in Section 3.14.2, the Kenilworth Corridor area (including the 21st Street Station area) is generally 
within the vicinity of multiple former rail yards that have since been redeveloped with industrial/ commercial 
properties and recreational parks and trails. The Project’s ESA investigation characterized soil and groundwater 
conditions throughout the corridor so that development of a RAP was possible. The Kenilworth Corridor is 
addressed in the Construction RAP (Southwest Light Rail Transit East Segment, dated November 17, 2015). The 
RAP indicates that soil in the Kenilworth Corridor is characterized by “Unregulated Fill” and “Urban Fill” from 
West Lake Street to west of Penn Station. Unregulated fill is defined in the RAP as uncontaminated material based 
                                                      
4 Health and Safety Plans (HASP) will be developed by the individual contractors as a requirement of the Project’s contract 
specifications. Contractors will also be responsible for implementation of HASPs.   
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on MPCA definition of unregulated fill (also includes non-impacted, naturally occurring native soil). Unregulated 
fill will be managed as unrestricted reuse material on the Project site and as excess material off-site. Urban fill is 
defined as wide-spread low level contaminated material typical of historic urban/industrial areas with key 
indicator parameters (metals, PAHs) and debris indicating a diffuse anthropogenic origin. The majority of urban 
fill in the Project area also includes mixed rail bed fill material as described in the RAP. Urban fill will be managed 
as unrestricted reuse material on the Project site based on MPCA definitions. Urban fill will be reused in areas 
where it will be capped with concrete or bituminous pavement, rail guideways, structure slabs, topsoil and/or 
sod, depending on location. Urban fill that cannot be reused within the Project limits because of lack of capacity 
for reuse will be properly disposed at a permitted industrial or solid waste landfill facility.  

Golden Auto/National Lead Superfund site 

Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has incorporated 
design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. This includes modifications along the 
Bass Lake Spur in the area of the proposed Louisiana Station which will avoid the need for the construction of a 
bridge to connect the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S spur and will therefore avoid disturbance of the Golden 
Auto/National Lead Superfund site. 

Hopkins Landfill 

Based on direction from the MPCA, a Phase II ESA was conducted at the proposed Hopkins OMF site, which 
included investigation of the Hopkins Landfill area. The Phase II ESA investigations included collecting soil, soil 
vapor, and groundwater samples for laboratory analysis. Data from the Phase II ESA indicated that the landfill 
has not affected the proposed Hopkins OMF site, and risks associated with methane generation are considered 
low. 

A RAP for the OMF was approved by the MPCA. This RAP included a soil vapor intrusion mitigation system to 
address chlorinated solvent contamination resulting from soil and groundwater contamination. This mitigation 
system would help mitigate methane soil vapor, in the event that methane migration to the OMF site occurs. For 
additional detail regarding Hazardous and Contaminated Materials see Section 3.14 in the Final EIS. 

Winter snow removal salt use 

The Council is aware of the chloride impairment of Minnehaha Creek and Nine Mile Creek. Metro Transit would 
likely utilize deicing chemicals at station platforms, access walkways, and park-and-ride lots that may include 
chlorine. The Project will provide storm water infiltration BMPs, and it is understood that infiltration BMPs are 
the preferred method for addressing chlorides for the NMCWD, along with the general management of the 
application rates. However, Metro Transit does not track the use of deicing chemicals to the level of detail 
required to be able to quantify the amount used in the vicinity of Minnehaha Creek and Nine Mile Creek. 

N.11 Electromagnetic fields, electromagnetic interference, and utilities  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 20 comments concerning 
electromagnetic fields (EMFs) and electromagnetic interference (EMI) and their impacts, as well as impacts to 
utilities. Those commenters included the cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, and Minneapolis, businesses, 
community groups, and the general public. The City of Eden Prairie commented that short-term and long-term 
impacts to public utilities must be minimized and mitigated by the Project. The City of Minneapolis 
commented that utilities, sidewalks, and street infrastructure disrupted as part of the Project must be replaced 
at the Project’s expense. In regard to electromagnetic fields, commenters stated concerns for potential health 
effects on humans and birds living in close proximity to the LRT’s catenary system. One commenter expressed 
concerns about how the electromagnetic interference could disrupt measuring equipment.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of EMF and EMI impacts and impacts to utilities. 
Additionally, the Council advanced the design of the Project, and identified approaches to avoid and minimize 
impacts.  
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Section 3.15 in the Final EIS includes an evaluation of both electromagnetic fields and electromagnetic 
interference and the Project’s impacts on utilities.  

No adverse long-term direct impacts to utilities are anticipated because all conflicting utilities will be relocated 
and services maintained, in accordance with the Southwest LRT Utility Relocation and Management Plan. Site-
specific conflicts will be addressed by design measures such as relocating utilities, as appropriate.  

Utility relocations and/or replacements are expected when existing facilities are in conflict with the LRT 
improvements or required as a result of the Project. These improvements are part of the federally funded 
Southwest LRT Project and do not extend beyond the limits of disturbance shown for the Project (see Final EIS 
Appendix E). Except where required by the project or to meet minimum specifications, upgrading the size and/or 
capacity of utilities are funded locally. Prior to construction, affected area utility companies and utility agencies 
will be contacted and requested to provide line relocation measures and approval of the proposed alteration of 
utility lines. In addition, utility location excavations and preconstruction surveys in general accordance with the 
MnDOT Utility Accommodation Policy (see Final EIS Appendix D) will help minimize unintended utility service 
disruptions. 

Through construction specifications, the Council will require the appropriate construction contractor(s) to notify 
affected businesses and residences of planned disruption of service due to construction activities. Utilities can be 
damaged unintentionally during construction if their locations are uncertain or misidentified. The large number 
of utilities present within the utilities study area increases the likelihood of encountering previously unidentified 
utilities. Should utilities be discovered during construction that were not identified in the contract documents, the 
appropriate utility companies and agencies will be contacted to identify the line(s). The discovered line(s) will not 
be disturbed until businesses and residences are notified and the utility owner approves the proposed alteration.  

Coordination with local and state agencies may be required to relocate specific utilities outside the Project 
corridor. Utilities that are located within rights-of-way owned by cities and counties may be subject to an 
individual franchise agreement as authorized by Minnesota Statue 216B, Public Utilities, which sets forth the 
terms under which utility companies may operate in the public right-of-way. Public and private utilities must 
conform to MnDOT Utility Accommodation Policy (see Final EIS Appendix D), which require owners to obtain a 
permit in order to place utility facilities on trunk highway right-of-way. Utility installations on, over, or under 
railroad property will require review and approval by the railroad, shall conform to requirements contained 
within the BNSF Utility Accommodation Policy (see Final EIS Appendix D) and comparable policies for Canadian 
Pacific Railway, and may require a Utility License Agreement issued by the railroad. See Section 3.15 of the Final 
EIS provides an updated description of impacts to utilities. 

According to FTA Guidance, people riding the LRT could be exposed to direct current (DC) magnetic fields as high 
as 1,000 milli Gauss, which is well below acceptable international guidelines for public exposure to DC magnetic 
fields of 400,000 to 1,180,000 milli Gauss (FTA, 2008). People in buildings adjacent to the LRT alignment would 
be exposed to lower levels of EMF, so there would be no EMF health effect from the Project on people either riding 
the LRT or in buildings adjacent to the light rail alignment. No mitigation measures are warranted for long-term 
or short-term direct or indirect impacts from EMF/EMI due to the absence of any corresponding impacts. The 
LRT startup activities will include a test to verify there are no EMI impacts from the 750 V DC LRT power supply 
or catenary lines and/or other nearby utilities to the Rail Signal System. 

In addition, the Project is not expected to have an EMF related impact on birds. The death of birds by 
electrocution is not likely because a bird that lands on the electrified catenary wire system would need to touch 
another wire or something that is grounded in order to complete the circuit and become electrocuted.  

N.12 Cumulative Impacts  
Summary of Comments: The FTA and the Council received approximately 25 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning cumulative impacts. Those commenters included the City of Minneapolis, Scott County, MCWD, 
businesses, community groups, and the general public.  

Multiple commenters, including the City of Minneapolis, expressed general concerns over potential indirect and 
cumulative effects related to land use and development/redevelopment. Locations of concern included the following: 
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• Kenilworth Corridor. Comments included concern over the potential for cumulative impacts related to 
development and redevelopment within the Kenilworth Corridor. In particular, commenters expressed a 
desire to ensure that the “natural character” of the area, including the vicinity of the proposed 21st Street 
Station, was protected.  

• Royalston Station. Comments included requests for additional information on mitigation for the expected 
indirect and cumulative effects on land use and property acquisition in the area of the proposed Royalston 
Station.  

•  SouthWest Station. Comments included concerns over the potential for cumulative impacts related to 
development and property acquisitions in the vicinity of the proposed SouthWest Station.  

Some commenters expressed concern about the list of reasonable foreseeable future actions as presented in 
Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS. Commenters requested that additional projects, such as the METRO Blue Line 
Extension (Bottineau LRT), be included in the list. Scott County noted that the potential Dan Patch commuter 
rail should be an identified as a reasonably foreseeable future action and that there should be an evaluation of 
opportunities for future “intermodal connections” with the Project near the planned Wooddale and Louisiana 
Stations. The Minnehaha Creek Watershed District commented that storm water management projects, if 
planned and implemented in an integrated manner with the Project, could be potentially offset future 
regulatory requirements for this project and future redevelopment, thereby generating large future cost 
savings.  

The City of Minneapolis commented that the cumulative impact analysis should consider the potential 
additional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from land use patterns that may be changed by the Project and 
identify mitigation measures for these cumulative impacts. 

Multiple commenters, including the EPA, expressed concern over the inclusion of a potential Linden Yards 
passenger rail storage facility within the cumulative impacts analysis and about the effects of that facility 
would have on development opportunities in the Basset Creek Valley area (just east of the proposed Van 
White Station). Neighborhood residents oppose locating the passenger rail facility at Linden Yards East, 
because it would not be consistent with the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan (2007), which calls for high 
density development in the area.  
Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
conducted additional work including continued evaluation of indirect/cumulative effects, reasonably foreseeable 
actions, greenhouse gases and air quality, and the Linden Yards passenger rail storage facility.  

Section 3.17 of the Final EIS includes the assessment of cumulative impacts for applicable environmental 
categories. Information from the Final EIS is summarized in the responses to comments below. 

Indirect/cumulative effects 

Response:  As described in Section 3.0 of the Final EIS, indirect impacts are impacts that “will occur later in time 
or will be further removed in distance from the proposed action.” Cumulative impacts are “the incremental 
impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see 
Section 3.17 of the Final EIS).” While the Draft EIS addressed indirect and cumulative effects in Chapter 9, the 
Final EIS addresses indirect effects and cumulative impacts separately. The assessment of indirect effects is 
presented within the appropriate sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS for a given environmental category 
(i.e., Sections 3.1 through 3.16 and 4.1 through 4.6), which include identification of potential indirect impacts and 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. Section 3.17 of the Final EIS includes the assessment of 
cumulative impacts for applicable environmental categories. 

Theme M, Concerns about social and economic impacts, contains responses to comments expressing concern over 
potential indirect effects related to station area development.   

As described in Section 3.17.3 of the Final EIS, because the Project and other transportation projects that use 
federal funds are required by law to compensate property owners and renters when residences and businesses are 
acquired for transportation improvements, the Project and similar federal actions would not contribute to 
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cumulative acquisition impacts after mitigation. The Project will implement appropriate measures to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate the impacts of property acquisitions and displacements (see Final EIS Section 3.4). Refer 
to Final Section 3.17.3.1 for more information on cumulative impacts related to property acquisitions.  

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS, an updated and detailed review of reasonably foreseeable future 
actions has been completed. As described in Section 3.17.2 of the Final EIS, reasonably foreseeable future actions 
are those that would be constructed between 2020, the Southwest LRT Project’s opening year, and 2040, the 
planning horizon for the Southwest LRT Project. Transportation projects considered to be reasonably foreseeable 
future actions are those that are included an officially approved/adopted plan or policy, such as the Council’s 
2040 Transportation Policy Plan (Council, 2015e) or an approved capital improvement plan, and/or projects in 
approved development plans from local agencies with jurisdiction. Transportation projects not included in one of 
these sources were not considered reasonably foreseeable future actions for the purposes of the cumulative 
impacts analysis in the Final EIS. 

As shown in Final EIS Section 3.17.2, the cumulative impacts analysis in the Final EIS includes the METRO Blue 
Line Extension (Bottineau LRT) as a reasonably foreseeable future action. The potential Dan Patch commuter rail 
line is in the early stages of planning and is not included in an approved/adopted plan or policy and is therefore 
not considered a reasonably foreseeable future action. Likewise, potential storm water management projects not 
included in an official capital plan were not considered reasonably foreseeable future actions. However, the 
Project design does not preclude future intermodal connectivity with a Dan Patch commuter rail line at planned 
light rail stations, or the inclusion of storm water management improvements within the vicinity of the Project.  

Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 

Response: While the Final EIS does include an evaluation of GHG emissions related to the Project (see Section 
3.11), it does not evaluate potential changes in GHG emissions related to indirect changes in land use patterns. 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) released revised draft guidance on the consideration of GHG in 
NEPA documents for all federal actions on December 18, 2014, which formed the basis of the methodology for the 
GHG analysis completed in the Final EIS. Based on this methodology, the evaluation of GHG impacts within the 
Final EIS includes a review of the emissions changes from vehicles (i.e., personal automobile, trucks, and transit 
buses and rail vehicles) at a regional level. As described in Final EIS Section 3.11.3.3, operation of the Project will 
result in a net reduction of GHG emissions in the region and beneficial GHG as a proxy for climate change impacts.  

As described in Final EIS Section 3.17, if an environmental category is not adversely affected by the Project, the 
Project cannot contribute to cumulative impacts to that resource. Therefore, air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions are not included in the cumulative impacts analysis.   

Linden Yards Passenger Rail Storage Facility 

Response: The design and location of Van White Station has shifted since publication of the Draft EIS. The 
proposed light rail alignment and Van White Station will be northwest of Linden Yards and will not preclude the 
use of portions of the Linden Yards site for a rail storage or maintenance facility, nor will it preclude other 
development from occurring on that site. Conversely, development of Linden Yards (or lack of development of 
Linden Yards) will not preclude the proposed light rail alignment and station, nor would that development cut off 
access to the proposed station. The current design for the Van White Station was included in Appendix G of the 
Supplemental Draft EIS and will be included in Appendix E of the Final EIS.  

Regarding a high speed rail layover facility, or a diesel rail storage facility, at Linden Yards, there are no adopted 
plans or funding for either of these facilities. The Council has confirmed with the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation, the authority for passenger rail in the state, that there are no adopted plans for a rail storage 
facility at Linden Yards. Therefore, these facilities will not be evaluated in the cumulative impact assessment 
within the Final EIS, consistent with Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(Council on Environmental Quality [CEQ], 1997). Specifically, a potential high speed rail layover or maintenance 
facility is not included in the Cumulative Effects section of the Final EIS as a reasonably foreseeable action 
because it is not included within any adopted plans nor is it funded; therefore, the use of the land as a potential 
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rail storage yard facility is not noted as a “reasonably foreseeable” use. The MnDOT’s draft Minnesota GO State 
Rail Plan, which would note all rail and storage facilities within the state of Minnesota, does not include any 
future rail facility in Linden Yards. The City of Minneapolis has no current adopted plans for the Linden Yards 
facility. The City of Minneapolis noted to the Council that any future high speed or commuter rail layover facility 
will be many years in the future, and due to very poor soils and complexities of phasing, any future rail layover 
facility can only occur on distinct land parcel east of the two office towers closest to the Van White station on 
Linden Yards East, and a future rail facility cannot support vertical development. As such, the Final EIS’s land use 
and other analyses are based on the City of Minneapolis’ applicable adopted land use plans, including the Bassett 
Creek Valley Master Plan (2007). That plan designates much of the Linden Yards site as mixed-use, commercial 
and other development, with some park land; the plan recognizes that the site’s current use is industrial.  

Additionally, a potential high speed rail layover facility or a storage yard at Linden Yards is not included in the No 
Build Alternative because it is not included within an adopted plan nor is it a funded project. 
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O. Concerns about noise and vibration methodology and impacts 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 170 comments related to noise and 
vibration from the Project. Those commenters included the cities of Minneapolis, St. Louis Park, Hopkins, 
Minnetonka and Eden Prairie, MPRB, MnDOT, MPCA, and businesses, community groups, non-profit 
organizations, and the general public. Two key areas of concern were noise and vibration impacts of the 
freight rail relocation (LRT 3A) on residents, businesses and schools adjacent to the MN&S spur and concerns 
about noise and vibration in the Kenilworth Corridor related to the co-location alternative (LRT 3A-1). See 
Themes C, Opposition to relocation of freight rail relocation out of the Kenilworth Corridor, for responses 
related to comments on noise and vibration concerns of freight rail relocation. Other noise and vibration 
comments included concerns about noise and vibration in other locations adjacent to the LRT alignment, 
questions about the methodology for assessing impacts and mitigation, and concerns about noise and 
vibration impacts to specific properties.  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (2006) and Minnesota Rules, 
Chapter 7030, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into the 
Project. In particular, the design adjustments incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of light 
rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing freight 
rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The Final EIS is based on the 
definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and that design 
incorporates design adjustments and freight rail modifications made since publication of the Draft EIS. As a result 
of the design adjustment process and other activities that occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the 
comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during 
this process. 

The scope of the Project has changed since the Draft EIS was published, including frequency of LRT operations 
and modifications to the Project, which no longer includes freight rail relocation. Based on this, the Council and 
FTA performed a detailed noise and vibration analysis of the entire corridor after publication of the Draft EIS. 
The most notable design adjustment from a noise impact perspective is the addition of a tunnel in the Kenilworth 
Corridor approximately between West Lake Station to just south of the Kenilworth Channel which reduces the 
number of properties that will experience a noise impact. In addition, mitigation measures for noise and vibration 
are included in the Final EIS. See Sections 3.12 and 3.13 of the Final EIS for more information on the noise and 
vibration analyses, respectively. 

See also Appendix K of the Final EIS, for detailed information regarding the criteria, methodology, noise and 
vibration measurements, impact assessment results, and proposed mitigation measures.  

O.1 Noise and vibration analysis methodology in the Kenilworth Corridor  
Summary of Comments: A variety of comments from residents in the Kenilworth Corridor expressed concern 
about noise and vibration methodology in the Kenilworth Corridor. Primary concerns were the number of 
adjacent residences that would be affected and requests to minimize noise and implement mitigation 
measures in the Kenilworth Corridor. MPRB and others commented on land use category designations and 
concerns about how park property within the Kenilworth Corridor was categorized for purposes of the noise 
analysis. Others commented on noise impacts to trail users. Commenters raised concerns about the Project’s 
noise impacts related to a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway, and at the 21st Street Station.  

Other concerns related to the noise assessment included:   
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• The methodology used to assess noise and vibration impacts, including an assertion that the noise baseline 
or existing noise level should exclude freight trains  

• Suggestions that noise measurements should take into account higher level floors of residential buildings 

Comments related to the vibration assessment included: 

• Questions about the methodology used to assess vibration impacts 

• Vibration impacts on adjacent condominiums and single family residences; 

• Vibration propagation due to soil conditions in the Kenilworth Corridor and damage to properties (based 
on previous construction on Upton Avenue) 

• The cumulative effect of vibration from freight rail and LRT in close proximity to residences 

• Vibration damaging the existing wooden retaining walls along the north and south banks of the 
Kenilworth Channel. 

Response:  The design adjustments that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS have reduced the 
number of noise and vibration impacts in the Kenilworth Corridor. See Theme E.4 in this appendix for a summary 
of impacts and mitigation measures in the Kenilworth Corridor, including the 21st Street crossing. See Section 
3.12, Noise and Section 3.13, Vibration and Appendix K of the Final EIS for additional information about noise 
impacts and mitigation measures.  

Land use classification 

Following publication of the Draft EIS, the FTA and the Council, in consultation with the MPRB and MnHPO, 
reached agreement on designation of land use categories for the parks within the Kenilworth Corridor, including 
high-sensitivity sites near the Kenilworth Lagoon/Channel. The northern bank of the Kenilworth Lagoon, 
generally between West Lake of the Isles Parkway and South Upton Avenue, is classified as category 1 land use 
and the channel itself is classified as category 3. Residences are classified as category 2. Section 3.12 of the Final 
EIS provides a description of land use categories and metrics used to identify noise sensitive receptors according 
to FTA criteria (see Table 3.12-2). Active use areas like bike and running trails are generally not categorized as 
noise sensitive receptors because these are areas where quiet is not an essential element and the intended 
purpose. Theme N.1 and Theme S of this appendix provide additional information regarding impacts to 
parklands, Section 4(f) properties, and historic properties (see also Chapter 3.5, 3.6, and Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS). See also Theme E, Concerns about LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Noise and vibration analysis methodology 

The noise and vibration assessment methodology (see Theme O.5 for additional information on methodology) 
followed the procedures outlined in the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidance manual 
(2006). This includes assessing the existing noise as it is, and not excluding any source, such as freight rail. To 
exclude freight rail, which is an existing noise source and part of the baseline condition, would invalidate the 
assessment. FTA requires that existing conditions be used as the baseline for assessing impacts (see Master 
Response 6 of the Appendix M for more information). 

Noise measurements and assessments are conducted at the ground floor of multi-story residential buildings. This 
represents the worst case for noise, as these are the portions of the building that are closest to the Project. Noise 
measurements were not taken at higher floors of residential buildings because noise levels drop off with 
increasing distance. Noise assessments were conducted at the actual distances from the project to residences in 
the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Vibration propagation 

Site specific measurements were conducted in the Kenilworth Corridor to empirically determine the propagation 
of vibration through the soil in the corridor. These results were included in the assessment and showed that 
vibration does not propagate efficiently in the soil types found in the Kenilworth Corridor.  
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Cumulative vibration effect of freight and LRT  

Because of the nature of vibration propagating through the soil, vibration impacts from LRT operation, after 
mitigation, would not occur (Section 3.13.4). Additionally, the co-location of freight and LRT in the Kenilworth 
Corridor is not an additive vibration effect; the vibration waves are independent of each other even if they are 
occurring at the same time and place because the waves are not in phase with one another. Therefore the effect of 
LRT and freight trains passing at the same time are not additive and per FTA guidance are not evaluated as 
combined events.   

Effect of vibration on WPA (wooden) retaining walls at Kenilworth Channel 

The existing wooden retaining walls along the Kenilworth Channel (see Theme S of this appendix, and Section 3.5 
and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS) have been exposed to vibration from freight trains for years, and would not 
experience any higher vibration levels from LRT operations. Additionally, the vibration levels generated by both 
freight and LRT are well below the FTA Transit Vibration Criteria (Appendix K, Section 2.2.2.3, Table 2.2-4). 

O.2 Noise impacts from rerouted buses 
Summary of Comments: The City of Minneapolis commented that the noise analysis should be conducted to 
assess noise impacts from buses that would be rerouted as part of the Project. 

Response:  A noise assessment of buses was conducted for the project which used a screening procedure based on 
the changes to bus routes and identifying any potentially sensitive land uses near these areas. Except for locations 
with major park-and-ride facilities or where transit centers are to be constructed, the Project noise levels are 
dominated by LRT operations. Therefore, no detailed noise assessment for bus reroutes is warranted, and no noise 
impacts related to bus reroutes are expected. See Final EIS Section 3.12. There are no vibration impacts 
associated with rubber-tired vehicles, such as buses. 

O.3 Quiet zones 
Summary of Comments: Several commenters, including the cities of St. Louis Park and Minnetonka, 
commented about implementing quiet zones. 

Response:  Final EIS Section 3.12.4 and Appendix K, Sections 6.1.2.1 and 6.1.3 contain detailed information 
regarding quiet zones at the intersection of roads and rail lines under the jurisdiction of the FRA throughout the 
corridor. The at-grade roadway/rail line crossings are being designed to be quiet zone ready and quiet zones 
have been included as a mitigation measure in the Final EIS. Local governments are responsible for the quiet zone 
application process. 

O.4 Noise and vibration impacts based on the frequency/number of LRT vehicles 
Summary of Comments: Several comments were received regarding concerns about noise and vibration 
impacts based on the frequency or number of LRT vehicles. 

Response: Final EIS Appendix K, Section 3.1 notes that 174 daytime trains and 35 nighttime trains are planned 
daily on the Southwest LRT route. This is less than the 198 daytime trains and 60 nighttime trains specified in the 
Draft EIS. The reduction is due to changes in the planned operating hours and headways for the Project. As a 
result, the noise analysis results in the Final EIS show lower noise levels from LRT operations as compared with 
the Draft EIS, especially at night. The noise assessment uses the Ldn descriptor, a cumulative day-night sound 
level measure that captures all noise during a day. The Ldn takes into account how loud an event is, how often the 
event occurs, how long the events are and whether they occur during the day or night. Nighttime events (between 
10 PM and 7 AM) have a 10-decibel penalty included to account for increased sensitivity to noise at night.  

The vibration assessment uses the frequency of LRT operation as well. For transit operations, the permitted 
ground-borne vibration impact levels are lower to account for the greater frequency. Project operations fall into 
the “frequent” category, which uses the strictest criteria to assess vibration impacts. The Project will result in no 
vibration impacts.  
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O.5 Noise and vibration assessment methodology  
Summary of Comments: Approximately 45 comments were received from EPA, community groups, and the 
general public regarding the methodologies employed for noise and vibration analysis included requests to: 

• Use published research on noise impacts when assessing impacts of the Project 
• Publish the location of field measurements capturing existing noise and vibration levels 
• Account for the different noise frequencies from LRT vehicles (brakes, wheel, acceleration) 
• Assess noise from wheels and rails. 

EPA recommended the Final EIS provide an understanding of freight engine and rail/wheel noise impacts to 
residences, schools, and other sensitive receptors located close to the tracks.  

Response:  The methodology employed in the Final EIS follows the FTA guidance manual on transit noise and 
vibration assessments. The assessment looked at all aspects of noise and vibration from LRT operations, including 
existing noise levels, measurements of vibration response of the ground throughout the corridor, effects on 
various types of land uses, and effective mitigation measures, where required. Noise-sensitive land uses (as 
defined in the FTA guidance manual) were identified based on mapping and site surveys, with additional input 
from the project team and local governments. See Appendix K, Section K-3.1, and Section K-3.2 for details on the 
planned operating hours and headways, and Section K-4.1 and Section K-4.2 for details on noise and vibration 
sensitive land use and existing noise measurements and vibration propagation measurements. 

The FTA noise impact criteria employs accepted research into noise levels and their corresponding impacts on 
humans. The noise assessment is based on A-weighted noise levels (dBA), which reflect how humans respond to 
noise of different frequencies. Detailed information regarding the background and application of the FTA noise 
impact criteria can be found in Chapter 2 and Appendix B of the FTA noise and vibration guidance manual, which 
is available on the FTA website at http://www.fta.dot.gov/12347_2233.html.  

Measurements of existing noise levels were conducted at nineteen locations throughout the corridor (Final EIS 
Section 3.12.2.2). Vibration propagation tests were conducted at ten locations throughout the corridor (Final EIS 
Section 3.13.2.2). Maps showing the locations, along with detailed descriptions of these locations, can be found in 
the Final EIS (Section 3.12.2.2 for noise and Section 3.13.2.2 for vibration). The noise and vibration assessment 
and mitigation measures (see Section 3.12 and Appendix K) assumed wheels and rails are in new condition. This is 
standard practice in a noise and vibration assessment, and reflects experience on other transit systems. LRT 
vehicle wheels are maintained on a regular basis and LRT rails are ground on a regular basis as well. While this 
has the benefit of keeping noise and vibration levels lower, the main reasons for this are ride quality and 
maintenance issues related to vehicle component and rail life, so it is a reasonable assumption that the wheels 
and rails will stay in good condition. 

In response to EPA’s comment, since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council completed detailed noise and 
vibration analyses for sensitive receptors within the Project’s study area. These receptors includes residences, 
businesses and parks along the LRT 3A-1 alignment and include impacts from freight rail operations (e.g., engine 
and rail/wheel noise). No schools are impacted with the LRT 3A-1 alignment and freight rail co-location. The 
majority of noise impacts from the Project are due to LRT operations, including proximity to LRT tracks and at-
grade crossings. At-grade crossings of freight rail also impact nearby sensitive receptors. The Project plans to 
mitigate noise impacts to sensitive receptors from at-grade LRT and freight rail crossing by designing and 
constructing these at-grade crossings to be compliant with FRA quiet zone regulations. The updated noise and 
vibration impact assessment for the Project and mitigation measures for impacts that meet FTA criteria is in 
Section 3.12 of the Final EIS. 

O.6 Noise and vibration impacts to specific properties 
Summary of Comments: Approximately 70 comments were received regarding questions about impacts to 
noise and/or vibration sensitive properties. Commenters asked about noises levels at various properties, 
including condominiums and single family residences in the Kenilworth Corridor, the Minneapolis Farmers 
Market, residences and businesses near the SouthWest Station, residences near Smetana Road, and other 
properties. The City of Hopkins commented on impacts to an audiologist, MPCA commented on impacts to the 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/12347_2233.html
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Hopkins landfill, and the City of Eden Prairie commented on impacts to the Eden Prairie water plant. 
Comments and concerns were also received regarding decreased property values as a result of noise and 
vibration impacts of the Project. A business owner inquired whether vibration from his business operations 
would have any potential impact to the LRT alignment. 

Response:  The Final EIS assessed all noise- and vibration-sensitive locations along the LRT corridor. Locations of 
noise impacts are shown in Table 3.12-5 and 3.12-6 and locations of vibration impacts are shown in Table 3.13-5 to 
3.13-8 in the Final EIS. The noise analysis completed for the Final EIS identifies no noise impacts to the Southwest 
Station Condominiums. The at-grade LRT crossing of Smetana Road has been eliminated from the Project design 
and replaced with a grade separated overpass, and therefore there will be no additional noise due to horns or bells 
at the crossing. Other locations noted by commenters, such as the Minneapolis Farmers Market and Eden Prairie 
Water Treatment Plant, are not noise- or vibration-sensitive uses, and they were therefore not assessed. The Council 
discussed the potential for vibration at the Hopkins landfill with MPCA and agreed that, based on design 
adjustments and distance from the landfill, vibration monitoring during construction is not needed. No structures 
associated with the LRT alignment will be built within 200 feet of the western boundary of the landfill.  

The Council met with numerous property owners following publication of the Draft EIS to address concerns about 
noise and vibration. Due to changes in the LRT alignment, the development of mitigation measures, and the addition 
of grade-separated crossings (see Appendix E), impacts have been reduced from what was reported in the Draft EIS.  

Section 3.12, Noise, of the Final EIS provides the noise analysis for the Project. The section documents severe and 
moderate noise impacts caused by the Project and identifies mitigation measures for the impacts, including noise 
impacts in the Kenilworth Corridor. Tables 3.12-5 and 3.12-6 in the Final EIS summarize projected noise impacts 
under the Project without identified noise mitigation measures and Table 3.12-7 summarizes mitigation measures for 
noise impacts, as well as those impacts that would remain after implementation of the identified noise mitigation 
measures. The primary avoidance measure for noise impacts within the Kenilworth Corridor is the proposed shallow 
LRT tunnel. Implementation of the tunnel will avoid most noise impacts compared to an at-grade LRT alignment 
within the same segment of the corridor. Without the tunnel, the number of noise impacts would be greater (see 
Theme E for more detail). 

Without mitigation, there would be 52 buildings with moderate noise impacts and 69 buildings with severe noise 
impacts. With mitigation applied, there are no remaining severe noise impacts and 22 buildings (59 units) with 
residual moderate impacts. The moderate impacts at these locations do not meet the threshold for mitigation (e.g., 
impact does not meet 3-dB increase threshold) as defined in the Regional Transitway Guidelines (March 2016) (see 
Appendix D). These properties are: Hoigaard Village in St. Louis Park (one building with 32 moderately-impacted 
units); Park Glen Townhomes in St. Louis Park (16 moderately-impacted residences); Lake Citihomes in 
Minneapolis (one building with seven moderately-impacted units); and Burnham Road North (four moderately-
impacted residences). Some of the noise impacts near 21st Street Station will be mitigated by the use of wayside bells 
instead of the routine sounding of train horns. For the residences not mitigated by the use of a wayside bell (one 
severe and four moderate impacts identified along Thomas Avenue South and Burnham Road North), interior noise 
testing will be conducted to determine if the residences meet the interior noise level criteria (defined in Appendix K). 
Based on the results, the Council will identify the noise mitigation to be implemented for the residences. If the 
interior noise level exceeds the criteria set in the Council’s Regional Transitway Guidelines (Appendix D), the 
Council will work with property owners on applicable mitigation. This could include implementation of sound 
insulation, which would require approval by the property owner(s). Sound insulation is also recommended at one 
building of the Residence Inn in Eden Prairie. 

A quite zone is the identified noise mitigation measure for several locations where the proposed light rail alignment 
would be adjacent to an existing freight rail alignment. The identified quiet zones would avoid moderate and severe 
noise impacts at 11 locations listed in Table 3.12-7. Quiet zones are locations, at least one-half mile in length, where 
the routine sounding of horns has been eliminated because of safety improvements at at-grade crossings, including 
modifications to the streets, raised median barriers, four quadrant gates, and other improvements designed and 
implemented by the Project and consistent with quiet zone readiness. Horns are sounded in emergency situations at 
these locations. Municipalities must apply to FRA for approval of quiet zones. If the municipality fails to apply for a 
quiet zone or FRA fails to approve the quiet zone, the Project may result in residual noise impacts. 
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Site-specific vibration testing, including ground borne noise for the audiologist’s office in Hopkins and the tunnel in 
the Kenilworth Corridor, was conducted to determine the response of the ground to a vibration input and mitigation 
measures are included in Section 3.13. Vibration from nearby businesses would not affect LRT operations. As shown 
in Table 3.13-5 of the Final EIS, the project will result in no vibration impacts to residential land uses.  

See Section 3.12 of the Final EIS for noise mitigation, and Section 3.13 for vibration mitigation. For concerns 
regarding potential decreases in property values related to the Project, including disruptive noise levels, see 
Theme M2.  

O.7 Examples of noise and vibration levels and mitigation(s) from the Hiawatha Line project 
Summary of Comments: Several comments included requests for examples of noise and vibration impacts 
from the Hiawatha Line project along with information on the mitigation measures implemented.  

Response:  The source reference noise and vibration levels for vehicles and operations used for the Project were 
taken from in-service operating LRT vehicles on the Hiawatha Line (METRO Blue Line) and the Central Corridor 
(METRO Green Line). The Final EIS includes specific assessments of potential noise and vibration effects specific 
to this Project. Mitigation is provided based on the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (May 
2006), and is consistent with mitigation applied on other projects.   

O.8 MPCA noise rule compliance 
Summary of Comments: MnDOT and the City of Minneapolis comments noted that the Project should comply 
with Minnesota’s noise rule, administered by MPCA. 

Response:  The Final EIS assesses the Project’s noise levels in the context of Minnesota’s noise rule, which is 
administered by MPCA. The Council coordinated with MPCA staff in developing this assessment. MPCA has an 
established set of Noise Standards (Minnesota Rules, Chapter 7030), which provide limits on environmental noise 
using the L10 and L50 descriptors, which represent the noise level exceeded 10 percent (6 minutes) and 50 
percent (30 minutes) of the time during an hour, respectively. The standards include both daytime and nighttime 
limits for three different categories of land use or noise area classification, with residential land uses included in 
noise area classification 1. Classifications 2 and 3 are generally for commercial and industrial land uses, 
respectively. Because of the time limit component of the MPCA noise standards, the Project will not exceed the 
standards under the proposed operating conditions. Light rail vehicles will pass by a location for approximately 
10 seconds 12 times an hour (based on the operating assumptions of 10 minute headways in each direction) for a 
total of 120 seconds, or two minutes. Because the duration of exposure to LRT noise does not exceed the L10 (six 
minutes) and L50 (30 minutes) time components, there is no potential for the Project to exceed MPCA thresholds. 
Because the Project does not exceed the MPCA thresholds, the FTA noise impact criteria are more protective than 
the MPCA standards and have been used to assess and mitigate noise impacts identified within this Final EIS. See 
Section 3.12.1.2 of the Final EIS. 

In addition to operational noise levels, construction noise levels also are subject to noise rules administered by 
MPCA as well as local noise ordinances. MPCA administers these noise rules to establish maximum allowable 
noise levels; where applicable, MPCA procedures allow for the issuance of noise variances. To address both the 
applicable local noise ordinances and the MPCA noise rules, the Council will develop a Noise Control Plan as 
described in Section 3.12.4.2. Key elements of this plan will include: 

• Contractor’s specific equipment types  

• Schedule and methods of construction 

• Maximum noise limits for each piece of equipment with certification testing 

• Prohibitions on certain types of equipment and processes during the nighttime hours without local agency 
coordination and approved variances 

• Identification of specific sensitive sites where near construction sites 

• Methods for determining construction noise levels 
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• Implementation of noise control measures where appropriate 

• Include a 24-hour construction hotline 

O.9 Effective noise and vibration mitigation 
Summary of Comments: Comments, including from the City of Minneapolis, were received regarding the 
need for, and methods of, mitigating noise and vibration impacts. These comments included recommendations 
for types of mitigation, including vegetation, berms, and other approaches.  

Response:  The Final EIS identifies noise impacts and mitigation (Sections 3.12.4 and 3.13.4 and Appendix K). For 
noise, mitigation measures include quiet zones, wayside bells, noise barriers, and testing of residences for interior 
noise levels. Mitigation for ground borne noise impacts was also identified and includes use of rubber pads or 
springs to isolate impacts at an audiologist office located in Hopkins and highly resilient rail fasteners in the 
shallow tunnel in the Kenilworth Corridor (approximately 2,200 feet) to eliminate ground-borne noise impacts by 
providing vibration isolation (see Theme E.4). No mitigation measures are warranted for long-term direct or 
indirect impacts from vibration due to the absence of any corresponding impacts. 

In the more developed areas of the Project corridor there isn’t enough space for berms to be an effective 
mitigation measure because berms are required to be approximately twice as wide as they are high. Vegetation, 
regardless of type, is not effective as noise mitigation, unless it is at least 100 feet thick, which would not be 
possible in this corridor due to spatial constraints. 

O.10 Stations and LRT track designed to minimize noise and vibration impacts 
Summary of Comments: The cities of Minneapolis and St. Louis Park, and a community group commented 
that stations and the LRT alignment should be designed to minimize noise and vibration impacts. 

Response:  As described above, since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, 
the Council has incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project 
team developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, 
including proposed adjustments to accommodate local goals and objectives; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
the Project’s adverse environmental impacts, including noise and vibration. Design adjustments that avoid or 
minimize noise and vibration impacts include modifications to the LRT alignments in Eden Prairie and other 
locations; grade separation in place of at-grade crossings, for example at Smetana Road in Minnetonka; a shallow 
tunnel in place of constructing a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway; and design features such as increased tunnel-
slab thickness in the shallow tunnel in the Kenilworth Corridor. Additionally, mitigation measures (Section 3.12.4 
and 3.13.4) have been included at locations where impacts have been identified. Specific mitigation measures 
include rail dampers, noise barriers and quiet zones.  

O.11 Noise levels reaching 114 dBA  
Summary of Comments: Several comments referenced the possibility of noise levels reaching 114 dBA (listed 
in Table 4.7-2 in the Draft EIS) and the impacts of noise at this level. 

Response:  The noise levels listed in Table 4.7-2 of the Draft EIS describe inputs in the noise assessment.  114 dBA 
is a sound exposure level (SEL) for wheel squeal on tight radius curves. This number represents one hour of squeal 
on a curve, and does not represent an individual LRT vehicle passing a set point on a curve or straight track. 
There are no curves in the Project tight enough for squeal to occur, so this sound level was not used in the 
assessment and is not expected to occur during Project operations. 

O.12 Noise and vibration impacts during construction 
Summary of Comments: Several comments were received, including from the cities of St. Louis Park and 
Minneapolis, regarding noise and vibration during construction, including concerns about these impacts and 
questions about how noise and vibration would be monitored during construction. 

Response:  The Final EIS contains a detailed assessment of both noise and vibration during construction. The 
assessment considered mitigation measures that will be incorporated into the construction plans at locations 
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throughout the corridor, including a Noise Control Plan (Section 3.12.4.2) which will help minimize noise from 
construction activities. Alternative construction methods have been recommended at locations where 
construction would be very close to buildings and where there is the potential for damage. Pre-construction 
surveys and vibration monitoring will be conducted at locations identified during the preparation of construction 
documents (see Final EIS Section 3.13.4.3).  
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P. Concerns about transportation system impacts 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 160 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning transportation systems. Those commenters included the MnDOT, the Cities of Eden Prairie, 
Minnetonka, St. Louis Park, Hopkins, and Minneapolis, MPRB, TRPD, MCWD, Scott County Board of 
Commissioners, businesses, community groups, and the general public. Comments were related to how the 
Project will affect the existing transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and roadway systems during construction and 
operations of the Project. Commenters also stated concerns about site specific design issues related to 
roadways that will be reconstructed as part of the Project. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into 
the Project. In particular, the design adjustments incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of 
light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The final EIS is based on the 
definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the 
design adjustment process and other activities that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the 
comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the adjustments made during 
this process. In addition, advancing the design of Project related improvements has also allowed the Council to 
avoid and minimize impacts to the existing transit, roadway, pedestrian and bicycle networks through 
coordination with cities, MnDOT and the MPRB, as well as develop more detailed information for the traffic 
operations analysis for the Project.   

P.1 Impacts to existing transit system and consideration of future transit projects 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 20 comments, including from the City 
of Minneapolis Public Works Department and the Scott County Board of Commissioners, regarding impacts 
the Project may have on existing transit systems. Commenters recommended that the METRO Blue Line 
Extension (Bottineau LRT), Midtown Greenway streetcar, and Highway 169 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), each of 
which is in various stages of development, be included in the summary of existing transit systems in Section 
4.1 of the Final EIS. Comments were also received regarding the depiction of, or impacts to, specific bus routes. 
One commenter recommended changes to the existing transit system, including adding other express services 
to downtown Minneapolis and rerouting buses near the Minneapolis Farmers Market and Royalston Station. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council prepared the Bus Transit Operations Plan (Technical 
Memorandum, Revision 2.1. July 2015) that provides detailed documentation of existing bus transit service in 
the Southwest Corridor and summarizes the transit service plans for the Project (See Appendix C). Section 4.1.2 of 
the Final EIS includes a description of existing Metro Transit and SouthWest Transit systems within the Council’s 
service area as of summer 2015. Section 4.1.3 discusses changes that would occur to the existing transit systems 
as a result of the Project.  

The travel demand forecasts from the Project include consideration for existing and future transit services. In 
order for a future transit service to be included, it must be a programmed improvement as identified in the 
Council’s 2040 Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) (see Exhibit 4.1-3 of the Final EIS). The TPP does include the 
METRO Blue Line Extension (Hiawatha LRT); however, this service is included in both the No Build Alternative 
and Project alternatives within the travel demand forecasts. The TPP does not include the proposed streetcar 
along the Midtown Greenway or a Highway 169 BRT line, because both of these projects are in early planning 
stages and are not yet programmed or funded. The proposed West Lake Station and the Project alignment in the 
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vicinity of the station have been designed so as not to preclude the development of a Midtown Greenway streetcar 
in the future. The potential Highway 169 BRT alignment does not intersect with the Project, but implementation 
of the Project would not preclude its development. For more information on travel demand forecasts, refer to 
Section 4.1.3.1 of the Final EIS and the Draft Travel Demand Methodology & Forecast, Revision 4, Southwest 
LRT Technical Report.  

With the Project, LRT passengers will be able to connect to the greater METRO transit system, including METRO 
Blue Line (Hiawatha LRT), METRO Orange Line (I-35W BRT), Northstar Commuter Rail, METRO Red Line (Cedar 
Avenue BRT) via Blue Line, and the planned METRO Blue Line Extension (Bottineau LRT) as well as future 
planned Arterial BRT lines (A line and C line). As new transit services come online, Metro Transit will consider 
service changes to optimize connections to existing transit service.   

P.2 Regional travel demand model projections 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 20 comments concerning the accuracy 
of ridership forecasts presented in the Draft EIS. Some commenters believed that the ridership forecasts for 
21st Street Station were too high.  

Response: Forecast transit ridership at proposed stations in 2040 (average weekday) is provided in Section 4.1 of 
the Final EIS. The Council’s regional travel demand model results, which have been reviewed and approved by the 
FTA, served as the primary data source for this analysis. The Council’s regional travel demand model served as 
the primary data source for this analysis. Refer to the Draft Travel Demand Methodology & Forecast, Revision 4, 
Southwest LRT Technical Report listed in Appendix C for a more detailed description of the travel demand 
forecasting methodology. In summary, the Council’s travel demand forecasting model has been calibrated based 
on existing transit ridership data and various other survey data. Further, the model is based on regionally and 
locally-adopted land use plans and population and employment forecasts for 2040. The model forecasts are also 
based on the existing and proposed transportation networks in 2040, based on the Council’s adopted TPP. Finally, 
the model forecasts are based on the current definition of the Project, summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS 
and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. The Council has coordinated closely with the FTA on the 
methodology used to forecast transit travel demand for the Project. As such, the methodology and model used and 
the resulting travel demand forecasts, including forecast transit use at proposed light rail stations, are the most 
appropriate and available methodology, model, and forecasting results available for this Final EIS. 

In order to receive funding from FTA, the Project must comply with FTA’s Capital Investment Grant (CIG) 
requirements, which include guidance on calculating and reporting system-wide transit ridership and project 
ridership and cost effectiveness (i.e., a project’s ridership compared to its costs). FTA’s Annual Report on Funding 
Recommendations for the CIG Program includes reporting of a proposed project’s current “Project Justification 
Rating,” which includes a project’s forecast ridership and cost effectiveness. While FTA does not have thresholds 
that must be met for ridership, FTA does have a minimum threshold for cost effectiveness based on FTA’s adopted 
methods. To date, FTA’s Project Justification Summary Rating for the Project is “medium-high.” See Chapter 7 for 
additional information on FTA’s CIG Program.  

Regarding ridership at the Proposed 21st Street Station, as described in Section 4.1 of the Final EIS a 14 percent 
increase (13,000 new trips) is forecast in average weekday transit trips under the Project, compared to the No 
Build Alternative (2040). These new transit trips include a projected combined total of over 2,000 daily boardings 
and alightings (ons and offs) at the proposed 21st Street Station on an average weekday. The 21st Street Station 
will not be as frequently used as West Lake Station, but is expected to see more frequent use than several other 
stations. The Council evaluated eliminating or deferring stations between May and July 2015 based on evaluation 
of several factors, including forecast transit ridership and based on this evaluation, 21st Street station was 
maintained in the Project.   

In addition, bus service in the study area will be modified as appropriate to meet demand and provide 
connections to the proposed SouthWest LRT stations (see Section 4.1). Exhibit 4.1-5 in the Final EIS illustrates the 
Project bus operation Plan; Exhibit 4.1-4 shows the bus operations plan under the No Build Alternative. Metro 
Transit currently provides bus service to the vicinity of the proposed 21st Street Station via bus route 25. This 
service is proposed to continue under both the No Build and the Build Alternative (service will be provided 
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directly to the proposed 21st Street Station). Currently, no additional bus service to this area is proposed under 
the Project.  

P.3 Coordination with SouthWest Transit 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received seven comments, including from the City of Eden 
Prairie, suggesting that the Project’s light rail service plan be coordinated with existing SouthWest Transit bus 
service in Eden Prairie. Some commenters asked if transit users could use SouthWest Transit to reach 
destinations in Minnetonka or Eden Prairie that were not within walking distance of a proposed light rail 
station. Commenters also expressed concern that parking demand generated by the Project might exceed the 
capacity of the SouthWest Transit’s existing park-and-ride lot at SouthWest Station, impairing commuters’ 
ability to use SouthWest Transit’s park-and-ride lot and bus service. 

Response: The Council has and will continue to coordinate with SouthWest Transit regarding future SouthWest 
Transit service, relative to the Project. The conceptual bus service plan for SouthWest Transit with the 
implementation of the Project includes the provision of new local bus routes to provide enhanced access to the 
proposed SouthWest, Golden Triangle, and Opus stations in Eden Prairie and Minnetonka. The final service plan 
for SouthWest Transit is subject to change as the design of the Project advances (refer to Section 4.1.3 for more 
information on corridor bus routes with the Project).  

As described in Section 4.3, the Project could result in spillover parking by light rail riders in off-street parking 
lots or at on-street parking spaces adjacent to a light rail station. Spillover parking can result from a lack of park-
and-ride lot capacity relative to demand for park-and-ride lot spaces. Based on the travel demand forecasts 
completed for the Project (see Section 4.1 for more detail), the cumulative supply of park-and-ride lot spaces will 
meet and exceed the forecasted demand for park-and-ride lot parking spaces in the Project’s opening year (2020). 
However, the travel demand forecasts show a deficit of approximately 650 park-and-ride spaces in the Project’s 
forecast year (2040). This forecast deficit is predominantly concentrated at the proposed SouthWest and Beltline 
Stations, with most (about two-thirds) of the deficit occurring at the SouthWest Station.  

In order to mitigate the effects of spillover parking, the Council will work collaboratively with the affected 
jurisdictions (i.e., Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis) to identify mitigation 
measures that could be implemented. The Council will complete a Regional Park-and-Ride System Report on an 
annual basis. As part of this effort, the Council and Metro Transit will collaborate with regional transit partners, 
local governments, and the Minnesota Department of Transportation to conduct an annual regional park-and-
ride survey, which tracks facility use and emerging travel patterns by park-and-ride users across the region to 
identify the appropriate mitigation, as needed and where feasible. The results of this survey are published in the 
annual report which discusses mitigation measures for long-term parking impacts. In addition, the Council will 
develop a joint use agreement to share parking with SouthWest Transit for the park-and-ride lot adjacent to the 
station.  

P.4 Roadway traffic operations 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 80 comments regarding existing traffic 
operations and traffic operations after implementation of the Project. Commenters included the cities of Eden 
Prairie, St. Louis Park, Hopkins, and Minneapolis, MnDOT, and MPRB. The City of St. Louis Park expressed 
concerns about the methodology used to determine traffic impacts, including the application of a single 
growth rate to the study area and the use of Synchro/SimTraffic software. Some commenters were concerned 
with possible increases in traffic congestion, while others were concerned about the Project limiting 
circulation or property access, especially in the Royalston Station area. Locations discussed in traffic-related 
comments also focused on: Technology Drive; congestion on I-494 and Highway 62; the intersections of Valley 
View Road and Prairie Center Drive/ Flying Cloud Drive; the intersection of Smetana Road and Feltl Road; the 
Blake Road Station area; the intersection of Highway 7 and Wooddale Avenue; the Beltline Boulevard Station 
area; the West Lake Station area; Cedar Lake Parkway; and West 21st Street. The City of Minneapolis and 
MnDOT also expressed a preference for traffic signal priority over signal-preemption for LRT operations at 
traffic signals along the Project.  
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Response:  Since the Draft EIS was published, the Council completed a detailed traffic operations analysis for the 
entire Project corridor. The traffic analysis included an evaluation of intersections at or adjacent to proposed at-
grade light rail/roadway crossings or at roadways/driveways associated with a proposed light rail station or 
park-and-ride lot. Traffic operations for the Project in 2040 (average weekday) were evaluated based on overall 
intersection level of service (LOS) and traffic queues. The threshold for acceptable LOS 6operation is between LOS 
D and LOS E, with LOS A-D being considered acceptable, and LOS E-F unacceptable, during the peak hour. 

As noted in Section 4.2.3, roadway and intersection improvements were incorporated into the Project to avoid 
new or worsened congested intersections, compared to the No Build Alternative in 2040, and the proposed 
improvements are reflected in the traffic operations analysis. These roadway and intersection improvements 
included in the Project are shown in Table E-2 and are illustrated in the Preliminary Engineering Plans (see 
Appendix E). For a detailed description of the traffic operations analysis for the Project, including a description of 
the location of traffic movements with queuing issues, refer to the PEC-West Traffic Memorandum (2015) and 
PEC-East Traffic Memorandum (2015). In summary, of the 75 intersections analyzed: 

• No intersections that would operate at LOS A to D under the No Build Alternative will operate at LOS E or F 
under the Project. 

• Three intersections that would operate at LOS E or F under the No Build Alternative will be improved to LOS 
A through D under the Project. 

• Six intersections that would operate at LOS E or F under the No Build Alternative will continue to operate at 
LOS E or F under the Project. 

For the Cities of Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis, information from the 
regional travel demand model was combined with expected changes in land use and density and anticipated 
developments to develop growth rates for each roadway segment within the project area. This information was 
also reviewed in combination with anticipated developments within each city to determine if different annual 
growth rates should be applied in calculating the opening year forecast volumes compared to the 2040 forecast 
volumes. This would be done if, for example, more rapid growth was expected at the beginning or end of the 
forecast horizon. The growth rates were then applied to existing turning movement counts to generate opening 
year and 2040 No Build peak hour turning movement forecasts. For the study area within the City of Minneapolis, 
which is generally more developed than the other cities and therefore a lower growth is expected, a different 
methodology was used. As a typical practice the City of Minneapolis utilizes annual growth rates of 0.25 to 0.5 
percent per year to develop background traffic forecasts, and a review of published forecasts by Hennepin County 
within the vicinity of the Minneapolis study area indicated typical growth rates of approximately 0.5 percent per 
year or less. Therefore, annual growth rates of 0.3 to 0.4 percent per year were utilized for roadways within the 
City of Minneapolis to develop No-Build forecasts. Refer to the PEC-West Traffic Memorandum (2015) and PEC-
East Traffic Memorandum (2015) for more information on the growth rates used in the forecast traffic values 
completed for the traffic operations analysis. 

Synchro/Sim Traffic and VISSIM traffic simulation software packages were used to develop the traffic analysis 
models, which is consistent with industry standards. Refer to the PEC-West Traffic Memorandum (2015) and PEC-
East Traffic Memorandum (2015) for more information on the methodology used for the traffic analysis. 

Information on the traffic operations of specific intersection is provided in Table 4.2-2 in the Final EIS and 
summarized below. Comments regarding access to specific properties are addressed in Theme M. 

Technology Drive 

Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has incorporated 
design adjustments, including adjustments to the Project within the vicinity of Technology Drive in Eden Prairie. 
As described in Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS, during the Draft EIS public comment period, the City 
of Eden Prairie asked the Council to investigate the feasibility of a more centrally located and walkable Eden 
Prairie Town Center Station that would provide better opportunities for transit-oriented development and 
redevelopment. In response to comments and concerns submitted, and to minimize impacts, increase transit 
ridership, and reduce Project costs, the Project alignment was moved from the south side of Technology Drive 
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between Prairie Center Drive and Flying Cloud Drive, to the current Project alignment, which extends from 
Prairie Center Drive to Eden Road on new right-of-way and then parallels Leona Road to Flying Cloud Drive. In 
addition, based on design adjustments incorporated into the Project since the publication of the Draft EIS, the 
westernmost terminus of the Project has been adjusted and will now be the proposed SouthWest Station and not 
the proposed Mitchell Station (i.e., the proposed Mitchell Station will not be included in the Project). Therefore, 
the Project will not continue along Technology Drive, between the proposed SouthWest Station and Mitchell 
Road. Many of the comments received concerning Technology Drive have been addressed through incorporation 
of these design adjustments. Refer to Theme F more information on design adjustments within the City of Eden 
Prairie.  

Seven Technology Drive intersections were included in the Project’s traffic operations analysis (see Exhibit 4.2-1). 
Under existing conditions, all intersections operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS A – D). Under forecasted 2040 No-
Build conditions, two intersections operate at LOS E, two intersections operate at LOS F, and the remaining three 
operate at LOS A – D. The forecast is measured during the afternoon peak travel period. Under the Project (2040 
forecast), conditions at six intersections are expected to stay the same as compared to the 2040 No Build 
forecasted conditions (i.e., Mitchell Road/Technology Drive, Technology Drive/SouthWest Station bus access, 
Technology Drive/SouthWest Station west access, Technology Drive/SouthWest Station east access, Technology 
Drive/Prairie Center Drive, and Prairie Center Drive/Technology Drive (and westbound Highway 5/Highway 212 
ramp)), and improve from a LOS F to LOS E at one intersection (i.e., Prairie Center Drive/ Technology Drive (and 
the eastbound Hwy 5/Hwy 212 ramp)).  

During construction of the Project, lane shifts, lane closures and short-term roadway closures or detours are 
expected along Technology Drive west of Flying Cloud Drive due to road reconstruction and track/signal/utility 
construction activities. See Theme F.1 for discussion of changes to the Project alignment along Technology Drive 
and revisions to impacts shown in the Final EIS for access along the roadway. 

Congestion on I-494 and Highway 62 (Crosstown) 

The Project’s traffic analysis did not include detailed freeway operations on I-494 or Highway 62. However, due to 
a forecast reduction in regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) under the Project, compared to the No Build 
Alternative (a reduction of 113,000 VMT), the Project will not contribute to increases in congestion at a regional 
level. 

Intersections of Valley View Road and Flying Cloud Drive / Prairie Center Drive 

The Project alignment shown in the Draft EIS included an at-grade LRT crossing of Valley View Road and 
indicated that with this at-grade crossing, the intersection of Valley View Road and Flying Cloud Drive was 
expected to operate at LOS F. Since the publication of the Draft EIS, the Project’s alignment in Eden Prairie has 
been adjusted and now includes a grade-separated LRT crossing over Valley View Road. Appendix E in the Final 
EIS illustrates the location and alignment of this grade-separated crossing. As a result, the Project is will not 
affect traffic operations at this intersection. Refer to Theme F more information on design adjustments within the 
City of Eden Prairie.  

The intersection of Valley View Road and Prairie Center Drive, located 500 feet south of the Flying Cloud Drive 
intersection was not specifically included in the project’s traffic operations analysis. The adjustment to the 
project’s alignment to include a bridge over Valley View Road would also reduce impacts to this intersection. 

Blake Road  

Four Blake Road intersections were included in the Project’s traffic operations analysis. These intersections 
currently operate at LOS D or better under all conditions. Under the Project, these intersections are expected to 
operate at a LOS D or better. Therefore, the Project will not adversely impact traffic operations at this location.  

Intersection of Highway 7 and Wooddale Avenue 

Five intersections that include either Highway 7 or Wooddale Avenue were included in the Project’s traffic 
operations analysis. Under existing conditions, these intersections operate at LOS A or B. Under the 2040 No Build 
Alternative, LOS A/B is maintained at all intersections, except at the Wooddale/Highway 7 Eastbound Ramps 
where the PM peak operation is expected to be LOS D. At the Wooddale/Highway 7 eastbound ramps, under the 
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2040 Build the intersection is forecast to be at LOS B. Project improvements in this area result in an improvement 
in LOS over the No Build condition. With the Project (2040 forecasts), LOS A/B is maintained at the intersections 
that were at LOS A/B under the 2040 No Build, except at the Wooddale Avenue/W 36th Street intersection where 
the expected LOS is at C, which is considered acceptable. 

Beltline Boulevard 

Since completion of the Draft EIS, the Council has developed and evaluated design adjustments, including changes 
to the proposed park-and-ride lot. The size of the park-and-ride lot was reduced to 89 spaces. Four intersections 
along Beltline Boulevard (CSAH 25, South Frontage Road, Park Glen Road and the freight rail crossing) and the 
intersection of CSAH 25 / Lynn Ave were included in the Project’s traffic operations analysis. Intersection 
operations are acceptable at these intersections; all currently operate at LOS C or better during the AM peak hour 
and LOS D or better during the PM peak hour. Under the 2040 No Build, intersections operate with acceptable 
LOS, except for at the unsignalized intersection of Beltline Boulevard and CSAH 25 South Frontage Road which 
degrades to LOS F during the PM peak hour. Under the 2040 Build conditions, which include the park-and-ride 
lot, LOS D or better is maintained during both peak hours.  

West Lake Station Area 

The Draft EIS included a park-and-ride lot at the West Lake Station, which may have resulted in an increase in 
traffic in this area. However, based on stakeholder input, the proposed park-and-ride lot has been removed from 
the Project. As a result, the expected increase in vehicle traffic in the West Lake Station area is lower. Two 
intersections along West Lake Street were included in the Project’s traffic operations analysis. Both currently 
operate at acceptable levels of service, and both are forecasted to continue operating at the same levels of service 
under 2040 No Build and Build conditions. 

Cedar Lake Parkway 

Since completion of the Draft EIS, the Council has developed and evaluated design adjustments that resulted in a 
shallow light rail tunnel that will be constructed between West Lake Street and the Kenilworth Lagoon. With the 
shallow tunnel, light rail vehicles will go under Cedar Lake Parkway. As a result, the Project is not expected to 
have an impact on traffic operations along Cedar Lake Parkway. 

21st Street 

In the 21st St Station area, the traffic analysis included an evaluation of the intersection of 21st Street with and 
without the passage of a 75-car freight train. The results of the traffic analysis for the 21st Street crossing show 
that this intersection currently operates at LOS A during both peak hours without a freight rail event. With a 
freight rail crossing event, the intersection currently operates at LOS D during the AM peak hour and LOS E 
during the PM peak hour. Under the No Build Alternative, a 75-car freight rail crossing event results in LOS E 
during both time periods, due to a forecasted increase in vehicle traffic on 21st Street. Under 2040 Build 
conditions, a 75-car freight rail crossing results in LOS E during the AM peak hour and LOS F during the PM peak 
hour. A freight event is not expected to occur in the peak hours; therefore, mitigation was not identified to 
address the operation under this condition. Without a freight rail crossing, the intersection is expected to operate 
at LOS A during both peak hours under the 2040 Build condition. 

Transit Priority versus Preemption 

Under the Project, signalized at-grade LRT crossings of roadways will operate with “traffic signal preemption” 
with active warning such as lights and gates, and not “traffic signal priority.” Traffic signal priority means that 
traffic signals are coordinated to synchronize with light rail train movements to improve transit travel times; 
however, the trains may have to stop at the crossing for a short period when their traffic signal is red. Trains 
generally move at the same time as adjacent with traffic in a priority system.  

Traffic signal preemption means that intersection traffic movements are controlled to allow the train to pass 
through without stopping (allowing for optimized transit travel times). Signal preemption with automatic gates 
provides a higher level of control and safety at the at-grade crossings (i.e., gates block vehicles from entering the 
crossing). However, signal preemption can have a greater effect on roadway traffic operations.  
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Traffic signal preemption was chosen for the Project based on requirements of the Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (Section 8C.5) which states Highway-LRT grade crossings in semi-exclusive alignments should be 
equipped with automatic gates and flashing-light signals where LRT speeds exceed 35 mph. The Project will 
generally result in LRT speeds exceeding this threshold, and therefore the Project will include flashing-light 
signals, automatic gates, and traffic signal preemption at signalized at-grade LRT crossings of roadways. For 
consistency in crossing treatments and for safety, gated crossings are also included in this Project for crossings 
where LRT speeds are anticipated to be less than 35 mph.  

The traffic analysis performed for the Final EIS included preemption at crossings to understand the necessary 
roadway and traffic signal modifications to provide acceptable traffic levels of service in the build condition. The 
analysis and proposed roadway and traffic signal design advancement has been coordinated with the agencies 
for each crossing location, including MnDOT and the City of Minneapolis. 

General Property Access 

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, the Council developed and evaluated design adjustments, including 
refinement of roadway design and driveway access points for some private properties along the corridor. 
Appendix E illustrates the updated design. The Project will maintain access to businesses during construction and 
operation of the Project, unless that property or portion of the property is acquired by the Project. Property 
owners will be compensated for any long-term loss in property access based on the terms of the purchase 
agreement between the Council and property owner in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act). Refer to Section 3.4.1 of the Final EIS for additional 
information on the Uniform Act. Refer to Theme M.2 for addition information on business impacts and 
compensation for any long-term loss in property access. 

P.5 Construction impacts on traffic 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 15 comments regarding the impact 
that construction of the Project would have on traffic operations at various intersections in the study area. 

Response:  Construction of the Project will result in temporary partial- and full-closures of some existing streets, 
as well as material and equipment deliveries, worker arrivals and departures, and hauling of excavation and 
borrow materials. Locations where temporary traffic impacts are expected to occur during construction of the 
Project are shown in Table 4.2-3 in Section 4.2 of the Final EIS. Construction of the Project will also result in 
temporary, partial and full closures of driveways while construction is occurring at those locations. 

In order to minimize short-term impacts related to vehicle traffic and roadway access, the Council or its 
contractors will develop a Construction Mitigation Plan, construction staging plans, and traffic control plans that 
will include strategies to maintain traffic flow, existing transit services, and pedestrian access along each 
disrupted roadway. The traffic control plans will also include the identification of construction vehicle routes and 
provisions requiring the contractor to maintain corridor access points and haul routes and clean them at least 
once per day.   

MnDOT, Hennepin County, and all municipalities affected by construction activities related to the Project will 
require compliance with applicable state and local regulations related to the closing of roadways and the effects 
of construction activities, and traffic control plans will be reviewed by appropriate jurisdictions and the Council 
prior to the initiation of construction activities. Additionally, contractors will be required to comply with all 
guidelines established in the Minnesota Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2015).  

P.6 Commercial vehicle access at Royalston Station 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received seven comments regarding truck access to businesses 
near the proposed Royalston Station. The alignment evaluated in the Draft EIS included the closure of 5th 
Avenue North between 7 Avenue and Royalston Avenue. Commenters stated that this design of the roadways 
in the Royalston area would impact the ability of semi-trailer trucks to access their businesses.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, design of the Project has advanced to help avoid and minimize 
impacts. In response to comments on the Draft EIS, 5th Avenue will remain open under Project conditions. The 
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Project will result in physical modifications to existing roadways and intersections within the vicinity of the 
proposed Royalston Station that will affect local circulation patterns; however, these changes have been designed 
to accommodate truck movements and will not cause or worsen traffic congestion (see Section 4.2 and Appendix 
E of the Final EIS for more information). Roadway changes in the Royalston Station area include narrowing 
Royalston Avenue, Holden Street North, and Border Avenue from four lanes to two lanes.  

P.7 Grade separation of LRT and Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail from Wooddale Avenue and 
Beltline Boulevard 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received a comment from the City of St. Louis Park regarding 
delays for vehicle traffic on Beltline Boulevard and Wooddale Avenue as a result of the proposed light rail 
crossing. The comment also indicated that the pedestrian and bicycle traffic on the Cedar Lake LRT Regional 
Trail would make the Wooddale Avenue crossing complicated and busy. The comment included suggestions 
for grade separation between motor vehicles and the LRT, freight, and trail traffic.  

Response:  Based on input after publication of the Draft EIS, the Council adjusted the Project’s design at 
Wooddale Avenue, as illustrated in Appendix E. The Project now includes at-grade freight rail and LRT crossings, 
and a grade-separated crossing for the Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail over Beltline Boulevard and a trail 
underpass at Wooddale Avenue. Proposed controls for at-grade crossings are shown in Table 4.6-1. Light rail 
vehicles will also sound horns or bells when entering a station or when approaching at-grade roadway crossings, 
except in locations where a quiet zone is implemented (horns will not be routinely sounded, but bells will be 
sounded). Within proposed quiet zones, additional safety measures (e.g., non-traversable medians), will be 
installed in accordance with the Quiet Zone Final Rule (49 CFR Part 222).  

The existing at-grade freight rail crossings at Wooddale Avenue and Beltline Boulevard currently operate at LOS 
A when there is not a freight rail crossing event. These locations are expected to continue to operate at a LOS A 
under the Project (see Table 4.2-2 of the Final EIS) – with regular LRT crossings.  

P.8 Pedestrian and bicycle volumes 
Summary of Comments:  FTA and the Council received approximately 17 comments, including those from the 
City of Minneapolis Public Works Department and TRPD, stated that the Draft EIS provided insufficient 
information about bicycle and pedestrian use of the trails in the study area. Commenters stated that the 
regional trails are heavily used and their significance as part of the transportation system should be noted. 
Some commenters questioned the timing of the bicycle and pedestrian counts and suggested conducting the 
counts in the summer when more pedestrians and bicyclists use trails and roadways adjacent to the Project. 

Response:  Trail use estimates in the Final EIS have been updated from the Draft EIS based on data provided by 
various agencies, including TRPD, MPRB, and the City of Minneapolis. These values are reported in Table 4.5-1 as 
part of the general accounting of the affected environment; however, impacts to trails were assessed equally, 
regardless of level of use.  

P.9 Impacts to local and regional trails and pedestrian/bicycle access 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 70 comments regarding the local and 
regional trail system, including comments from the cities of Minneapolis, St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, 
and Ede Prairie, MnDOT, MPRB, TRPD, and MCWD. Commenters indicated that the regional trails in the study 
area are an important bicycle and pedestrian asset. They submitted questions regarding the continuation of 
the Cedar Lake Regional LRT Trail and Kenilworth Trail in the corridor between the proposed Shady Oak and 
Penn stations, connections to Bryn Mawr Park, Spring Lake Trail and the Luce Line Trail, as well as bicycle and 
pedestrian connectivity in the study area in general. MPRB comments related to trail design, access, use, and 
maintenance are addressed below. MPRB indicated that the Cedar Lake Regional LRT Trail should be designed 
to a 20 mph design speed. Comments from MPRB and the general public related to trail safety and pedestrian 
and bicyclist safety at at-grade trail crossings are addressed in Theme R. The City of Minneapolis commented 
on the design of the trail crossing of LRT and freight rail near Penn Station. Some commenters requested that 
all local and regional trails be documented in the Final EIS, and that connectivity of local trails across the LRT 
alignment be maintained and that trails maintain their existing widths.  
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In addition, there were questions about how the existing trails will be maintained during construction. A few 
commenters made suggestions about additional trail connections that could be made as part of the Project or 
stated a preference for station areas to be conducive to pedestrian and bicycle access, rather than being 
focused on motor vehicle access. Comments were also received on pedestrian and bicycle access to proposed 
light rail stations.  

Response: The design adjustments developed after the close of the Draft EIS comment period related to trails also 
reflect additional analyses and evaluations conducted in support of compliance with Section 106 and Section 4(f) and 
incorporate various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into the Project. In particular, the design 
adjustments, including freight rail modifications, will allow for the co-location of light rail and freight rail in the 
Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing freight rail from a portion of the 
Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The Council has coordinated extensively with MPRB on the 
design adjustments in the vicinity of trails under MPRB’s jurisdiction. In January 2016, MPRB concurred that the 
Project would have a de minimis impact on Section 4 (f) properties under its jurisdiction, based on the Section 4(f) 
process. See Theme S for more information on the Section 4(f) evaluation.  

Impacts to Local and Regional Trails 

The Council will maintain existing public bicycle and pedestrian connections, including the Cedar Lake LRT 
Regional Trail, Kenilworth Regional Trail, Cedar Lake Parkway trails, and will maintain the Luce Line Regional 
Trail connection across the co-located freight and LRT alignment adjacent to Bryn Mawr Meadows Park. The 
Spring Lake Trail junction will be maintained.  

The locations of reconfigured existing trails and sidewalks, as well as proposed new facilities, are shown in 
Appendix E of the Final EIS. These trails were designed to meet the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle 
Facilities, which does not have a specific design speed for shared use paths. However, as reconstructed the 
mainline of the trails are relatively straight and can be traversed at 20 mph. Exceptions are access points and 
ramps that may have switch backs and the roundabout at the Kenilworth/Midtown Greenway/Cedar Lake LRT 
Regional Trail intersection – this intersection is specifically designed to slow bicycles to make the intersection 
safer for pedestrians. 

Cedar Lake Trail Crossing of Freight and LRT near Penn Station 

The design of the Project evaluated in the Draft EIS included the existing at-grade trail crossing of the freight rail 
tracks near the intersection of the Kenilworth and Cedar Lake Trails, just south of the proposed Penn Station. The 
Project includes the addition of an at-grade crossing of the LRT tracks in this area. Since publication of the Draft 
EIS, the Council has worked closely with the city of Minneapolis, along with stakeholders, to refine the design of 
the Project. The crossing remains at-grade, but the design of the trails in this area have been modified, increasing 
the space between the busy trail intersection and the at-grade crossing (see Appendix E). 

Construction Impacts to Trails 

During construction of the Project, some sidewalks and trails along roadways will be temporarily obstructed. 
Detour routes or facilities will be implemented to provide temporary access around these areas, where 
appropriate. Mitigation strategies in the event of temporary closures are identified in the Construction Mitigation 
Plan, which includes a Construction Communications Plan and staging plan for implementation by the Council 
prior to and during construction. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access to Stations 

Section 4.5 of the Final EIS includes an evaluation of the existing pedestrian and bicycle networks in the vicinity of 
each station. The Council has worked closely with MnDOT, Hennepin County and the cities to design roadway 
modifications, add pedestrian improvements, and accommodate passenger drop-off or transfer areas that will 
allow safe crossing of tracks and access to the stations. Proposed new facilities that are included in the Project are 
shown in Appendix E of the Final EIS. All of the new trails and sidewalks that are included were added to improve 
bicycle and pedestrian access to the LRT stations. 
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In addition, the Council, City of Minneapolis, MPRB, and Hennepin County undertook the West Lake Multimodal 
Transportation Study, completed in February 2016. The goal of the study was to identify opportunities to address non-
motorized and motorized travel within the West Lake LRT Station area with projects that can be implemented as 
a part of the construction of the Southwest LRT or as part of other capital initiatives. The study report includes 
Green Line Design Recommendations, some of which will be constructed as part of the Project, including 
enhanced crosswalk markings at specific intersections, and wayfinding signage.  

See Theme I for addition information on station specific concerns. 

P.10 Parking 
Summary of Comments: Approximately 40 comments on transportation systems also included comments 
about parking at station areas or impacts to existing parking.  

Response: Under the Project, there will be some changes to on-street and off-street parking. Changes to off-street 
parking will be related to land acquisitions, and changes to on-street parking will occur in some areas where 
changes to existing roadways are needed to accommodate the Project. Overall, the Project will reduce the supply 
of off-street parking (i.e., off-street parking lots, typically associated with privately-owned businesses) by 
eliminating 692 spaces and will reduce the supply of on-street parking by eliminating 57 spaces. In addition, the 
Project will include new park-and-ride lots at nine light rail stations, for a combined addition of approximately 
2,487 new park-and-ride spaces. Refer to Section 4.3 of the Final EIS for more information on impacts to parking.  

In addition to long-term reductions in the supply of parking, temporary removal of on-street parking spaces may 
occur at locations to facilitate construction of the Project (e.g., to facilitate truck movement or to provide a 
temporary truck loading zone). These potential temporary removals of on-street parking spaces will be identified 
prior to the start of construction as part of the Construction Staging Plan.  

The Council will compensate business owners for the loss of off-street parking spaces, based on the terms of the 
purchase agreement between the Council and property owner, in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform Act). Refer to Section 3.4.1 
for additional information on the Uniform Act. The Council will develop a Construction Mitigation Plan that will 
address temporary on-street parking loss during the construction of the Project. The Council will phase 
construction activities; therefore, many of the spaces lost during construction will only be unavailable for a 
portion of the Project’s construction period.  

For more information on issues related to specific station area see the Responses to Theme I, and for more 
information on property acquisitions and displacements, see Theme M.4.  
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Q. Concerns about modifications to freight rail infrastructure 

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 10 comments related to the Project’s 
modifications of freight rail infrastructure and operations (e.g., track modifications, freight connections, 
operational requirements, freight rail operations), not including comments related to the location of freight 
rail as part of the Project (see Themes C and D for comments regarding freight rail relocation and co-location, 
respectively). Commenters included TC&W, CP, a community group, the Cities of Minneapolis and St. Louis 
Park, STB, and MnDOT.  

TC&W requested confirmation that the Project will comply with requirements set forth by current track 
engineering and design standards and requested details about freight detours and track outages during 
construction. One community group stated that no additional trackwork should be allowed. The City of St. 
Louis Park commented that the freight rail siding removal on the Bass Lake Spur should also be addressed as 
part of the Project, and raised questions about railroad abandonments and agreements. STB commented 
regarding their jurisdiction, including the process for discontinuation of service, rail line abandonments, 
improving, upgrading, or realigning an existing rail line, connecting track, changes in freight rail operations 
affecting safety, and trackage rights. The City of St. Louis Park and TC&W also inquired about STB involvement 
and trackage rights.  

Response: The Draft EIS described freight changes as part of freight rail relocation and co-location (LRT 3A and 
LRT 3A-1, respectively), and stated that future coordination with STB would be needed. After the close of the 
Draft EIS public comment period, the Council undertook a process to develop and evaluate adjustments to LRT 3A 
and LRT 3A-1 directly related to the following: (1) whether TC&W freight trains currently operating along the 
Kenilworth Corridor should be rerouted to sections of the MN&S Spur and Wayzata Subdivision; or (2) whether 
the TC&W freight trains should continue to operate along the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor as they 
currently do. Based on the analysis prepared, committee recommendations, and public comments received during 
the four step process, the Council identified in April 2014 the design adjustments to be incorporated into the LPA: 
the Shallow LRT Tunnel – Over Kenilworth Lagoon (i.e., LRT 3A-1 – co-location). In doing so, the other design 
adjustments considered through the four-step process were dismissed from further study. The Council found that, 
relative to the other options considered, the Shallow LRT Tunnel – Over Kenilworth Lagoon (i.e., LRT 3A-1 – co-
location) design adjustment would provide the best balance of costs, benefits, and environmental impacts, and in 
doing so found that it would best meet the Project’s Purpose and Need. 

Further, as a result of the light rail design adjustments to LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 during the design adjustment 
process, the Council found that the LPA with freight rail retained in its existing location in the Kenilworth 
Corridor (LRT 3A-1) would be the Project’s environmentally preferred alternative, rather than the LPA with the 
relocation of freight rail (LRT 3A). In summary, with the changes made during the design adjustment process and 
in comparison to freight rail relocation (LRT 3A), freight rail co-location (LRT 3A-1), would: result in less harm to 
Section 4(f) protected properties; maintain regional freight rail connectivity; minimize reconstruction of freight 
rail tracks and construction-related disruptions; avoid diminishing the potential for transit oriented development 
around light rail stations located in the vicinity of freight rail tracks; avoid the displacement of any residents or 
businesses in the St. Louis Park/Minneapolis Segment; include bicycle and pedestrian improvements that would 
provide connections between light rail stations and their surrounding neighborhoods; and minimize the 
displacement of wetlands. 

Section 2.2 and Appendix F of the Final EIS provide a description of the process used by the Council after 
publication of the Draft EIS to develop and evaluate design adjustments, including design adjustments to 
potential freight rail modifications that were evaluated in the Supplemental Draft EIS. 

The Project, which is based on LRT 3A-1 (co-location), will not involve freight rail line abandonment or 
discontinuance of freight rail service. The Council has coordinated with agencies (including STB, FRA, and 
HCRRA), freight rail owners, and freight operators along the proposed light rail alignment to inform Project 
decisions and freight requirements. Existing freight operations, including number of trains per week and trains 
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speeds, are listed in the Final EIS (see Section 4.4). The Final EIS includes a description of freight modifications 
included in the Project, which address specific concerns summarized above.  

Beginning east of Excelsior Boulevard and extending to east of Beltline Boulevard, the existing freight rail tracks 
(i.e., the Bass Lake Spur, owned by CP) will be shifted north approximately 45 feet, allowing the light rail 
alignment to be located south of the freight rail tracks, thereby providing better station connections to local 
activity centers. At the crossing of Highway 100, the freight rail bridge will be relocated from the southern portion 
of the corridor to north of the planned LRT bridge to align with the overall shift of the freight rail alignment. To 
facilitate the shift of the existing freight rail tracks and accommodate the proposed light alignment, the Council 
intends to purchase all of the 6.8-mile Bass Lake Spur from CP Railway. Approximately 3.8 miles of the existing 
track in the Bass Lake Spur is needed to accomplish the shift. 

The Project includes removal of the siding track from west of Excelsior Boulevard to east of Beltline Boulevard; 
this will eliminate the bi-directional maneuvering and parking by TC&W along siding tracks in this area. The 
removal of the siding tracks will be addressed with CP (owner) and TC&W (operator) under any potential future 
purchase or operating agreements for the Bass Lake Spur, which would include compensation for the removal of 
the siding tracks.  

A number of short-term impacts to freight rail operations will result from construction activities along the three 
freight rail corridors adjacent to the Project. The Final EIS identifies freight stoppages, most in the 8- to 10- hour 
range, with some stoppages up to 36 hours (see Table 4.4-3). In order to minimize the potential for freight rail 
disruption, the Council, in coordination with the affected freight railroad owners and operators, will develop 
specifications for the contractor to follow in developing and implementing construction staging and sequencing 
plans. The plan will facilitate coordination between the Project and the affected freight railroad owners and 
operators during construction activities affecting freight railroad operations to help ensure the Project does not 
create unreasonable constraints during construction. Detours for freight rail are not anticipated. While the 
Project will require freight rail track modifications, including new freight track in some locations, these 
modifications will not substantially alter operations and will not open access to new freight rail markets (see also 
Theme Q.1 and Theme Q.2 for more information about coordination with freight rail owners and operators).  

Q.1 Removal of switching wye and addition of Southerly Connection 
Summary of Comments: The cities of Minneapolis and St. Louis Park, TC&W, and several individual 
commenters requested that the Skunk Hollow switching wye be replaced so freight trains can move without 
stopping.  

Response:  As part of the proposed freight rail modifications in the Bass Lake Spur, the Project will sever the 
connection to and require the removal of the northern branch of the existing Skunk Hollow switching wye. The 
switching wye currently allows for freight train movements between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S Spur. In 
addition, the southern branch of the existing switching wye provides access to a shipper (e.g., freight rail 
customer).  

The existing function of the northern branch of the Skunk Hollow switching wye will be replaced with the new 
“Southerly Connection,” which will allow TC&W trains continued access between the Bass Lake Spur eastbound to 
the southbound MN&S Spur and the reverse. The Project will not change access to the existing customers. 

The proposed Southerly Connection is included in the Project (see Section 2.1), and related environmental 
consequences resulting from the Southerly Connection are evaluated as part of the Final EIS. This includes the 
evaluations of potential impacts related to neighborhoods and communities (see Section 3.3), visual quality (see 
Section 3.7), noise (see Section 3.12), vibration (see Section 3.13), and safety and security (see Section 4.6), among 
others. 

The elimination of the northern branch of the existing Skunk Hollow switching wye and replacement with the 
new Southerly Connection to accommodate the light rail alignment and the proposed Louisiana station will likely 
reduce freight rail travel times for switching movements between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S Spur. As a 
result of these freight rail modifications, the Project could contribute indirectly to increases in the frequency 
and/or length of freight trains traveling along the MN&S Spur, which could result in indirect adverse impacts on 
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the human environment that could be significant. Future freight rail operations are subject to a range of market 
forces and are dependent on the business plans of freight railroad operators, both of which are outside of the 
jurisdiction of the FTA and the Council. Pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.22 and Minnesota Statute 4410.2500, the Final 
EIS does not evaluate potential adverse effects on the human environment related to the potential indirect impact 
of increased freight rail frequency and/or length of freight rail trains because that information is not available or 
obtainable (see Section 4.4 for additional information on compliance with 40 CFR 1502.22). 

Q.2 Freight rail operations  
Summary of Comments:  MnDOT commented that FTA and the Council should work with freight rail 
operators to retain effective connections to the freight rail system. The City of St. Louis Park commented that 
freight rail functionality should continue to be considered and addressed as the Project design advances. 
TC&W requested copies of correspondence with freight owners and operators, and noted support for the 
Project as long as freight rail service is preserved, and noted they were not acknowledged as an existing 
operator in the Draft EIS. CP expressed concerns about coordination with railroad owners and operators to 
address questions regarding engineering design, ownership, maintenance, and operation of railroad 
infrastructure. One commenter requested the process influence railroad operations to the extent possible to 
avoid idling in residential areas. One community group commented that the project should set speed limits for 
trains (the commenter was not specific about freight or light trail trains).  

Response: While the Project will require freight rail track modifications, these modifications will not 
substantially alter freight rail operations (see also Theme Q.1 and the potential effect of the proposed Southerly 
Connection). Freight rail operating decisions, including train speeds and idling, are not under FTA or Council 
jurisdiction. However, TC&W has acknowledged they intend to limit their speed to a maximum of 10 mph within 
the Kenilworth Corridor. The Council has and will continue to coordinate with freight rail owners and operators 
affected by the Project. The Final EIS includes a summary of coordination between the Council and freight rail 
owners and operators in Section 4.4 (see also Appendix N):  

• Canadian Pacific Railway (CP). CP is the owner of the 6.8-mile Bass Lake Spur freight railroad.  

• BNSF Railway (BNSF). BNSF is the owner of the Wayzata Subdivision.  

• Twin Cities & Western Railroad (TC&W). TC&W operates freight trains in the Bass Lake Spur, Kenilworth 
Corridor, and the Wayzata Subdivision. TC&W’s operating rights will be maintained per the terms of the 
existing trackage rights agreement  

Q.3 Appleton Interchange 
Summary of Comment: The City of St. Louis Park noted a track rehabilitation project at the Appleton 
Interchange west of the Twin Cities would allow for a freight reroute, which would reduce freight train traffic 
in St. Louis Park and Minneapolis.  

Response: Reroutes for coal trains, including routes through Appleton, were studied in a 2014 report, “SWLRT 
Engineering Evaluation of Freight Rail Relocation Alternatives” (TranSystems, 2014). The report concluded that 
operational impediments and implementation challenges make the Appleton freight reroute alternatives 
unworkable (see Theme G for detail). Improvements to the Appleton freight interchange are outside the scope of 
the Project. See Section 2.2 of the Final EIS for additional information on the findings within the 2014 report. 
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R. Concerns about safety and security  

Summary of Comments: Council and FTA received approximately 50 comments on the Draft EIS concerning 
safety and security. Those commenters included the cities of Minneapolis, St. Louis Park and Hopkins, MPRB, 
businesses, community groups, and the general public. Comments included concerns about general 
safety/security issues along the LRT route (including LRT operations close to freight rail), safety issues at 
specific locations (including residences, schools, trails, recreational facilities, and stations), and emergency 
service access and response times (during construction and operations).  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS. These 
proposed adjustments are intended to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve 
the performance of the proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with regulations related to safety and security for rail systems, including federal (49 Code 
of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 201 – 213, 214, 219 220, 222, 225, 228, 229, 233, 234, 235, 236, and 674) and 
state (Minnesota Chapter 312 [HF 3172/SF 2785], Section 299A.017), as well as incorporation of various 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures into the Project. In particular, the design adjustments 
incorporated into the Project will result in the co-location of light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor 
(LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of existing freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and 
Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The Final EIS is based on the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and 
illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS. As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities that 
have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been 
addressed through incorporation of the design adjustments and through other activities that have occurred since 
publication of the Draft EIS.  

FTA and the Council have considered the safety and security impacts of the Project, including safety and security 
design features, roadway and at-grade crossing design, pedestrian and bicycle trail safety, and the continuation 
of emergency response services, since publication of the Draft EIS. Section 4.6 of the Final EIS describes the 
evaluation of safety and security impacts for the Project, as well as the minimization, avoidance, and mitigation 
measures that will be implemented with the Project. Information from the Final EIS is summarized in the 
responses to comments below. Comments on the Draft EIS concerning safety and security issues related to the 
relocation of freight rail out of the Kenilworth Corridor are addressed in Theme C. Comments on specific safety 
and security issues related to LRT operations within the Kenilworth Corridor are addressed in Theme E. 

R.1 General safety/security issues along the LRT route, including LRT operations close to 
freight rail 

Summary of Comments:  The Council and FTA received approximately 20 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning general safety and security issues related to LRT operations. Those commenters included the City 
of St. Louis Park, community organizations, businesses, and the general public. The City of St. Louis Park 
commented that fencing is needed on both sides of all tracks in order to reduce safety risks (e.g., pedestrians 
trespassing). Other concerns raised include safety issues related to light rail operations close to freight rail 
operations (i.e., co-location), and security issues or illegal activity within the vicinity of proposed alignment 
and stations.   

Response:   

Safety and security design features for LRT 

The Project has been designed to provide security and maintain safety for transit riders and the general public 
(including neighborhoods adjacent to the Project). The Project will conform to FTA’s Rail Fixed Guideway 
Systems; State Safety Oversight Program for Safety and Security Guidance for Recipients with Major Capital 
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Projects (Circular C 5800.1), covered under 49 CFR Part 633 – Project Management Oversight. The Project will be 
designed to meet the following minimum objectives, in accordance with FTA guidance: 

• Design for the identification, minimization, and elimination of hazards through the use of appropriate safety 
design concepts and/or alternative designs; 

• Use of fixed, automatic, or other protective safety devices, such as warning signals and devices to control 
hazards that cannot be eliminated; and, 

• Provide special procedures for hazards that cannot be minimized by the aforementioned devices. 

Further, the design and operations of the Project will conform to the State of Minnesota rail safety regulations 
that went into effect in July 2014 as part of Minn. Stat. Section 4, Chapter 115E.042. Key features of this 
legislation include the following: the preparation of prevention plans; increased safety inspections; emergency 
response training; requirement to plan for emergency responses; and improving response capacity.   

In order to maintain safety and security during construction and operation of the Project, the Council will 
implement the Project’s Safety and Security Management Plan (SSMP) (Council, 2014) and the Metro Light Rail 
Transit Design Criteria (Council, 2015). The purpose of the SSMP is to consider safety and security when 
designing and constructing the Project. The plan covers requirements for safety and security design criteria, 
hazard analyses, threat and vulnerability analyses, construction safety and security, operational staff training, 
and emergency response measures. The purpose of the Metro Light Rail Transit Design Criteria (Council, 2015) is 
to establish basic design criteria to be used in the design of the Metro Transit’s LRT system. The design criteria 
include design standards and specifications to provide security and/or enhance safety, such as guidance on fire 
and life safety protocols, track geometry and trackwork, station design, tunnel design, traffic engineering, and 
structural engineering. These plans and programs also specify actions and requirements of the Council and Metro 
Transit Police to maintain safety and security during operation of the Project.  

Fencing and railings will be designed for fall protection near substantial grade changes and for locations 
susceptible to pedestrian or bicycle encroachments onto the light rail tracks. Where possible, fencing will be 
located in the vicinity of at-grade trail or sidewalk crossings, in station areas, and between the light rail 
alignment or freight rail alignment when adjacent to a trail or sidewalk. The proposed Hopkins OMF will be 
secured by perimeter fencing to eliminate hazards that could cause risk to the public.  

Light rail operations close to freight rail 

The design of the Project in the vicinity of freight rail facilities will be developed in accordance with the Metro 
Light Rail Transit Design Criteria, which includes design standards and specifications to provide security and/or 
enhance safety. This includes operations and maintenance safeguards to prevent LRT operational derailments, 
emergency guard rails (i.e., a rail or other structure laid parallel with the running rails of the track to keep 
derailed wheels adjacent to the running rails) where appropriate, and corridor protection barriers (strong 
barriers, commonly referred to as “crash walls,” placed between freight rail and light rail tracks) where either 
light rail or freight rail tracks are elevated above the adjacent tracks or the clearance between the centerline of 
the light rail tracks and the centerline of the freight tracks is less than 25 feet. In addition, where clearance 
between the centerline of the light rail tracks and the centerline of the freight tracks is less than 50 feet, intrusion 
detection to detect freight or light rail derailment will be installed, where appropriate. These protective design 
features will promote safe and independent operation of light rail and freight rail within their respective 
alignments and in the shared corridor.  

Security and illegal activity 

Security within the proposed light rail right-of-way will be the joint responsibility of Metro Transit Police and 
local law enforcement authorities. Three Rivers Park District Department of Public Safety and Minneapolis Parks 
Police Department are the law enforcement agencies responsible for providing a safe environment on the 
regional trails within the study area, such as the Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail and the Kenilworth Trail. Metro 
Transit has its own licensed police force to ensure public safety on and near the transit system. Transit police will 
routinely patrol the proposed stations and LRT alignment, as well as nearby bus routes and bus stops. Transit 
police officers will provide security at light rail stations and in light rail vehicles.  



SOUTHWEST LRT (METRO GREEN LINE EXTENSION) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Appendix L: Draft EIS Comments and Responses  L.3-133 
 May 2016 

R.2 Safety issues at specific locations  
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 20 comments on the Draft EIS 
concerning safety issues at specific locations, including residences, schools, trails, recreational facilities, and 
stations. Those commenters included the cities of St. Louis Park, Hopkins, and Minneapolis, and MPRB, 
community organizations, businesses, and the general public.  

Commenters stated concerns over vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety of at-grade roadway/trail/sidewalk 
crossings, and access to proposed stations. Commenters also expressed concern over the safety of pedestrians 
and bicyclists accessing the neighborhoods, residences, schools, playgrounds, and recreational facilities near 
the proposed light rail alignment. Specific comments included concerns about the potential for crashes 
between LRT trains and vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles, as well as congestion-induced crashes (i.e., traffic 
backing up at crossings while LRT is passing).  

The City of St. Louis Park commented on the need to acknowledge the safety concerns related to the co-
location of the regional trail (Cedar Lake Regional LRT Trail) with light rail and freight rail. The City of 
Hopkins expressed concern about pedestrian and bicycle safety at Downtown Hopkins and Blake Stations, and 
the need to provide safe roadway crossings in these areas. The City of Minneapolis commented on the need to 
provide pedestrian safety at at-grade crossings. MPRB commented on the safety of trails and at parks adjacent 
to the Project that are under its jurisdiction, including the Cedar Lake Regional LRT Trail, the Kenilworth Trail, 
Cedar Lake Park (including East Cedar Beach), Cedar Lake Parkway, and Park Siding Park. MPRB and others 
also commented on concern over ice and debris falling from the bridges over the Kenilworth Channel, noting 
the Channel is used year round.  

Other commenters mentioned safety concerns at the Wooddale Avenue, Beltline Boulevard, Blake Road, and 
21st Street intersections and the need to provide safe access to all proposed stations. Other locations of 
concern were the area of Smetana Road in Minnetonka, the Cedar Lake Parkway crossing in Minneapolis, and 
the Minneapolis Farmers Market.  

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the Council advanced the design of the Project to include a more 
detailed understanding of safety measures that will be incorporated into the Project. As part of this process, the 
Council coordinated with the affected cities along the route and with MPRB. Safety and security at specific 
locations like trails, parks, trails and venues, such as the Minneapolis Farmers Market, will be provided by 
installing measures to keep pedestrians and bicyclists off the LRT alignment and provide opportunities to safely 
cross the LRT alignment at grade-separated crossings or at-grade crossings with appropriate safety features. 
Some crossings identified as at-grade crossings in the Draft EIS will now be grade-separated, including the 
Wooddale Avenue intersection. A shallow tunnel in the Kenilworth Corridor will result in the LRT alignment being 
in a tunnel in the vicinity of Park Siding Park. The tunnel will also eliminate an at-grade LRT crossing at Cedar 
Lake Parkway. Safety of bicyclists and pedestrians as well as safety and security at stations is discussed in 
Sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the Final EIS, respectively, and summarized below.  

At-grade roadway, trail, and sidewalk crossing safety 

The Project will include new at-grade LRT crossings of existing roadways and trails. At-grade roadway crossings 
have been designed to include crossing-safety controls such as flashing lights, vehicle and pedestrian gates, and 
traffic signals, where appropriate (see Table 4.6-1 in the Final EIS for additional information). Light rail vehicles 
will also sound horns or bells when entering a station, and when approaching at-grade roadway crossings, except 
in locations where a quiet zone is implemented (e.g., horns are not routinely sounded in quiet zones, but bells 
would still be sounded). In these locations, additional safety measures (e.g., non-traversable medians, wayside 
horns/bells, etc.), will be installed in accordance with the Quiet Zone Final Rule (49 CFR Part 222).   

In some cases, the roadway crossing will include crossings for sidewalks and trails. In these locations, the 
crossings will be designed to maintain pedestrian and bicycle safety based on current industry standards. 
Industry standards include but are not limited to flashing lights with an audible warning to notify pedestrians 
and bicyclists of a train’s arrival at crossing locations, detectable warning strips (i.e., textured crossing material), 
and signs. For locations where the Project includes at-grade crossing of co-located light rail and freight rail 
tracks, crossing controls will be designed to promote pedestrian and bicycle safety and will include space between 
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the freight tracks and the light rail tracks to allow sidewalk and trail users to have refuge space in the event of a 
freight and light rail train passing simultaneously. In addition, these crossings will be equipped with detectable 
warnings and fences lining the crossing paths to bring attention to the freight or light rail crossing locations. The 
design details of pedestrian and bicycle safety features will be made during Engineering and finalized prior to 
construction. All reconstructed pedestrian and bicycle facilities will be designed to maintain safety, in accordance 
with the Metro Light Rail Transit Engineering Criteria (Council, 2015). 

The Council will maintain all existing public bicycle and pedestrian connections (including the Cedar Lake LRT 
Regional Trail, the Kenilworth Trail, and the Cedar Lake Trail) although some trails or sidewalks may be 
reconfigured. All trails adjacent to an LRT station will have a connection to the station; wayfinding, regulatory 
and warning signage and markings of trail intersections will be included in the Project to address conflicting 
movements, where appropriate.   

Kenilworth Channel recreational users 

The proposed trail and LRT bridges over the Kenilworth Channel have been designed to span the channel with no 
piers extending into the water (see Section 6.7 and Appendix E of the Final EIS). The reconstructed freight bridge 
will include piers in the water, but has been designed to allow for the continuation of park uses and recreational 
activities. Recreational watercraft will be able to navigate the channel connection between Cedar Lake and Lake 
of the Isles in the same manner they do currently. To prevent ice or snow from collecting on the bridge and 
dropping into the channel area, the bridge railings and drainage for the bridge deck surfaces will be designed to 
contain water/snow/ice and drain to one end of each bridge. Falling debris from passing freight trains or LRVs, 
or trail users dropping objects down into the channel from the trail bridge, are highly unusual occurrences, and 
freight trains and trails currently use bridges to cross the channel without these occurring on any kind of regular 
basis; high containment fences to prevent such occurrences are not part of the Project. 

Station safety 

Avoidance of potential safety issues at new light rail stations (e.g., station area security/crime and station area 
pedestrian and bicycle accessibility) will be achieved through implementation of the Project’s SSMP (Council, 
2014) and the Metro Light Rail Transit Design Criteria (Council, 2015). The purpose of the SSMP is to consider 
safety and security when designing, constructing, and operating the Project. The plan covers requirements for 
safety and security design criteria, hazard analyses, threat and vulnerability analyses, construction safety and 
security, operational staff training, and emergency response measures. The purpose of the Metro Light Rail 
Transit Design Criteria (Council, 2015) is to establish basic design criteria to be used in the design of the Metro 
Transit’s LRT system. The design criteria include design standards and specifications to provide security and/or 
enhance safety, such as guidance on fire and life safety protocols, track geometry and trackwork, station design, 
tunnel design, traffic engineering, and structural engineering. These plans and programs also specify actions and 
requirements of the Council and Metro Transit Police to maintain safety and security during operation of the 
Project. As described in Section 4.6 of the Final EIS, Metro Transit has its own licensed police force which will 
provide safety and security at proposed station. Metro Transit also has an extensive community service officer 
(CSO) program. CSOs are studying law enforcement but are not yet sworn officers. These future licensed officers 
monitor closed-circuit TV and assist with traffic and crowd control. Three Rivers Park District Department of 
Public Safety and Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board Police Department are the law enforcement agencies 
responsible for providing a safe environment on the regional trails within the study area, such as the Cedar Lake 
LRT Regional Trail and the Kenilworth Trail. 

Station areas will continue to be designed according to best practices for safety and security, including 
emergency equipment, public address systems, video cameras, emergency telephones, and closed circuit television. 
The public address system, with both audio speakers and signs, will convey information to people with disabilities 
in compliance with ADA requirements. Lighting for proposed station areas and park-and-ride lots, as well as 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation areas, will be consistent with the Metro Light Rail Transit Design Criteria 
(Council, 2015). Emergency lighting will be provided in all public areas, including platforms, pedestrian facilities, 
vehicular traffic areas, bus loading zones, and park-and-ride lots.  
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R.3 Emergency service access and response times during construction and operations 
Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 15 comments on the Draft EIS concerning 
emergency service access and response time during construction and operations. Those commenters included the 
City of Minneapolis, MPRB, community organizations, and the general public.  

Several commenters expressed concern over access and response times for emergency responders (e.g., police, fire, 
and ambulance). Some commenters, including MPRB and the City of Minneapolis, requested that the Council 
coordinate with the City of Minneapolis Police Department, Minneapolis Parks Police Department, Minneapolis 
Fire Department, and emergency medical responders in the development of safety and security plans and the final 
design of the Project. The MPRB expressed concern about emergency responder access to parks and the East 
Cedar Beach. The City of Minneapolis commented that all stations must have adequate police and fire access.    

Response:  Under the Project, emergency vehicle access to areas within the vicinity of the Project will be 
maintained. In particular, access via public roadways will be maintained by providing either at-grade, above-
grade, or below-grade light rail crossings of roadways. In the few areas where existing roadway connections or 
driveways to properties will be affected by the Project, alternate roadway connections or driveways will be 
provided for continued emergency vehicle access (see Section 4.6.3.1). Emergency vehicle access to individual 
properties will also be maintained under the Project, either: (1) the existing vehicular access to a property will be 
maintained; or (2) alternate vehicular access will be provided where existing vehicular access to a property will 
be closed to accommodate the Project. In addition, access for emergency response vehicles to parks and trails will 
be maintained at all times during construction and operation of the Project in accordance with all relevant laws 
and standards, as appropriate.  

In locations where there will be at-grade light rail crossings of roadways, such as West 21st Street (which 
provides access to East Cedar Beach), the potential exists for increases in emergency response time as a result of 
delay to emergency vehicles while LRVs are in the crossing. To help avoid or minimize delays to emergency 
vehicles at proposed at-grade light rail crossings, the Council will coordinate with emergency services providers 
on identification of alternative crossing routes that will avoid the proposed at-grade light rail crossings and the 
potential for delay. Additional coordination will occur through the LRT Fire Life Safety and Security Committee 
(LRT FLSSC), as described in the Project’s SSMP (Council, 2014).   

In addition, the Council maintains an emergency preparedness exercise plan, in compliance with the SSMP. The 
emergency preparedness exercise plan identifies emergency preparedness exercises, which will be carried out by 
the LRT FLSSC. In advance of operation of the Project, a number of drills will be planned, conducted, and 
documented in the emergency preparedness exercise plan. Emergency preparedness training exercises will be 
designed to address areas such as rail equipment familiarization, situational awareness, passenger evacuation, 
coordination of functions, communications, and hands-on instruction. The LRT FLSSC will coordinate training 
exercises with the Council and the freight railroad owners and operators, as appropriate. During normal revenue 
service, the LRT FLSSC will coordinate training exercises to evaluate emergency preparedness. The exact nature 
of emergency preparedness exercises will be developed in coordination with the LRT FLSSC prior to construction, 
but could include tabletop and full-scale emergency preparedness exercises conducted throughout the Metro 
Transit LRT system, annually. 
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S. Concerns about Section 4(f) and Section 106 properties 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 60 comment letters related to Section 
4(f) and/or Section 106 protected properties. The commenters included the cities of St. Louis Park and 
Minneapolis, EPA, MPRB, DOI, and TC&W, as well as businesses, community groups, non-profit organizations, 
and the general public. These comments are addressed below and are categorized according to four general 
categories: concerns about Section 4(f) and/or Section 106 process and analysis; concerns about impacts to 
Section 4(f) parkland and recreation properties; concerns about impacts to Section 4(f) historic properties; 
and concerns about impacts to Section 106 historic properties. EPA provided comments on several Section 4(f) 
and Section 106 related topics. The response to the EPA comments is located in Appendix N of the Final EIS. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, the Council has 
incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. The Project team 
developed and evaluated the design adjustments in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS, including 
proposed adjustments to achieve the following: accommodate local goals and objectives; improve the 
performance of the proposed light rail extension; reduce project costs; and avoid, minimize, and mitigate the 
Project’s adverse environmental impacts. The design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, 
including compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act, as well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures into the Project. In particular, the design adjustments incorporated into the Project will result in the co-
location of light rail and freight rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1) and will not result in the relocation of 
existing freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A). The Final EIS is 
based on the definition of the Project included in Section 2.1 and illustrated in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and 
that design incorporates design adjustments and freight rail modifications made since publication of the Draft 
EIS. As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities that occurred since publication of the Draft 
EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the 
adjustments made during this process. 

Section 4(f)-Related 

Chapter 7 of the Draft EIS included the project’s Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, which was circulated for public 
and agency review concurrently with the Draft EIS (the comment period closed on December 31, 2012). In 
addition to other alternatives, the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation included an assessment of LRT 3A-1, which was 
designed to allow for the continued operations of TC&W freight trains currently operating along the Bass Lake 
Spur and Kenilworth Corridor, similar to the current proposed Project. The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 
contained the following preliminary use determinations:  
• A 0.277-acre use of Nine Mile Creek Conservation Area 
• A use of the Kenilworth Lagoon (historic property – acreage of use is not specified in the Draft EIS) 
• A 0.016-acre temporary occupancy during construction of Park Siding Park (park property) 
• A 0.81-acre use of Cedar Lake Park (park property) 
• A 0.07-acre use of Cedar Lake Parkway (historic property) 

A Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Update was included as Section 3.5 of the Supplemental Draft EIS, which was 
circulated for public and agency review concurrently with the Supplemental Draft EIS (the comment period 
closed on July 21, 2015). The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Update was prepared and included in the 
Supplemental Draft EIS due to: (1) various design adjustments to the LPA and the retention of freight rail service 
within the Kenilworth Corridor (LRT 3A-1); (2) FTA, MnHPO, MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit, and the Council 
had advanced the project’s Section 106 process for historic properties, including reaching preliminary 
determinations of effect; and (3) FTA had advanced the Section 4(f) process, including additional coordination 
with officials with jurisdiction and reaching a revised set of preliminary Section 4(f) determinations. The Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation Update contained the following updated preliminary use determinations:  

• A non de minimis use (0.4 acre) of one historic property (Kenilworth Lagoon/contributing element of the 
Grand Rounds Historic District); 
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• A de minimis use of three park properties (Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon park property [0.3 acre], Cedar Lake 
Park [0.7 acre], and Bryn Mawr Meadows Park[0.4 acre]) and one historic property (St. Paul, Minneapolis & 
Manitoba Railroad Historic District [1.5 acre]); and  

• A temporary occupancy of one park (Purgatory Creek Park [0.3 acre]) and two historic properties 
(Minikahda Club [0.02 acres] and Cedar Lake Parkway [reconstruction of 320 feet of the parkway]).  

• Section 4(f) was found to not apply to the Nine Mile Creek Conservation Area because its primary purpose is 
not as a park or recreation area but rather as a conservation area that is not a designated wildlife or 
waterfowl refuge.  

In January 2016, FTA and the Council published the Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for public and 
agency review and comment (the comment period closed on February 25, 2016). The Amended Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation included two new preliminary de minimis impact determinations for Unnamed Open Space B and the 
Opus development trail network, both in the City of Minnetonka. 

FTA’s determination within the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation is, that as a result of the Project, there will be a 
Section 4(f) use (non-de minimis) of the Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District. Further, FTA 
determined that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the Section 4(f) use of the Kenilworth 
Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District and that the Project will cause the least overall harm in light of the 
statute’s preservation purpose. Finally, FTA has determined that all possible planning to minimize harm to the 
Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District has occurred through the Section 106 process leading to the 
Project’s Section 106 MOA (see Appendix H). 
In addition to the non-de minimis Section 4(f) use of the Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District, FTA 
determined within the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation the following:  
• A de minimis impact on four park properties (i.e., Unnamed Open Space B, the Opus development trail 

network, Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon park property, and Bryn Mawr Meadows Park) and one historic 
property (i.e., St. Paul, Minneapolis & Manitoba Railroad Historic District); and  

• Temporary occupancies of two park properties (i.e., Purgatory Creek Park and Cedar Lake Park) and two 
historic properties (i.e., Minikahda Club and Cedar Lake Parkway).  

FTA and the Council will continue to work with officials with jurisdiction during construction to implement 
mitigation measures specified in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation and Section 106 MOA. 

Section 106-Related 
Section 3.4 of the Draft EIS assessed potential cultural resource impacts for all alternatives, including LRT 3A-1. 
Following is a summary of the historic properties where potential impacts under LRT 3A-1 were anticipated: 

• Minneapolis and St. Louis RR Depot  
• Chicago Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad Depot, St. Louis Park  
• Cedar Lake Parkway, Grand Rounds  
• Kenilworth Lagoon 
• Grand Rounds Historic District 

Within the Final EIS, FTA, in consultation with MnHPO and other consulting parties, made final Section 106 
findings of adverse effect for the following historic properties (see Section 3.5 and Appendix H):  
• Chicago Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad Depot, St. Louis Park 
• Kenilworth Lagoon 
• Grand Rounds Historic District 
• Archaeological sites 21HE0436 and 21HE0437 

The Section 106 MOA in Appendix H stipulates measures associated with the adversely affected properties that 
will be incorporated into the Project. The Section 106 MOA also stipulates measures to avoid adverse effects on 
other properties that have been incorporated into the Project. FTA and the Council will also continue to work 
with affected agencies, property owners, and communities on issues related to Section 106 historic properties 
after the publication of the Final EIS through the implementation of the Section 106 MOA.  
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S.1 Section 4(f) and/or Section 106 process and analysis 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received several comments concerning the Section 4(f) and/or 
the Section 106 processes and analyses, including from the cities of St. Louis Park and Minneapolis, MPRB, 
STB, EPA, and DOI. Several of those comments stated that the Section 4(f) Evaluation presented in the Draft 
EIS was insufficient per the applicable statutes. Several of these comments noted that a Section 4(f) analysis 
must contain a comprehensive assessment of potential use to all Section 4(f) properties and must contain a 
full discussion of avoidance and measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) park and historic properties. The 
STB stated that they do not have any comments regarding the Section 4(f) analysis in the Draft EIS. EPA 
commented on the Section 4(f) applicability to the stream channel connecting Brownie Lake and Cedar Lake, 
which would have been affected by LRT 3A (freight rail relocation alternative) (see Appendix N). Several 
commenters noted that the Section 106 coordination process with the MnHPO was not fully documented and 
that more detailed analysis of Section 106 properties was needed. STB indicated that they wished to be listed 
as a Section 106 coordinating agency, included in the Section 106 process, and in the development and 
execution of the Project’s Section 106 Agreement.  

Response:  

Section 4(f)-Related 

The Section 4(f) process, analysis, and documentation for the Final EIS was conducted and prepared in 
conformity with 23 CFR 774 (see also the Section 4(f) Policy Paper; FHWA, 2012). For the Section 4(f) process, 
FTA and the Council coordinated with applicable officials with jurisdiction for the Section 4(f) properties, 
including MPRB, the cities of Eden Prairie and Minnetonka and the MnHPO. The Final EIS includes the Project’s 
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (see Chapter 6), which considers if the Project has a temporary or permanent use of 
qualifying publicly owned and publicly accessible parks and recreation areas, historic resources (independent of 
ownership), and publicly owned wildlife and waterfowl refuges protected under Section 4(f). The assessment of 
constructive use takes into account “proximity impacts” such as noise, vibration, visual, and access impacts, and 
uses analysis results taken from applicable Final EIS sections. A comparison of FTA’s Section 4(f) property use 
determinations between the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Update, Amended Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation, and Final Section 4(f) Evaluation is provided in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. In the 
Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, FTA also assessed proximity impacts to parks not used by the Project and 
determined that there will be no proximity impacts that will substantially impair the activities, features, and 
attributes that qualify the properties for Section 4(f) protection. All of FTA’s Section 4(f) determinations in the 
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Update, and Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 
were preliminary and FTA’s determinations in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation are final. The rationale for FTA’s 
final Section 4(f) determinations described above are documented in Section 6.7 and supporting documentation is 
provided in Appendix I of the Final EIS.  

FTA and the Council conducted its continued Section 4(f) coordination activities following publication of the 
Draft EIS, including coordination as appropriate with officials with jurisdiction. Section 4(f) agency coordination 
is documented in Chapter 6 and Appendix I of the Final EIS, including written letters of concurrence from 
applicable officials with jurisdiction for de minimis impact and temporary occupancy determinations. For all 
historic properties evaluated under Section 4(f), MnHPO is the official with jurisdiction. Section 4(f) agency 
coordination activities were coordinated with the drafting of the Project’s Section 106 MOA for historic resources, 
including the Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District (see Appendix H of the Final EIS). See Theme L 
in this appendix for more information regarding concerns about NEPA process, public involvement, and agency 
coordination. 

Section 106-Related 

• In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5, FTA, MnDOT CRU and the Council, in consultation with the MnHPO and 
other consulting parties, reviewed Project elements and applied the criteria for an adverse effect under Section 
106 to determine if the Project would result in any adverse effects to historic properties within the Project’s 
APEs. This consultation considered anticipated long-term or short-term direct and indirect effects on the 
identified architecture/history and archaeological properties from construction and operation of the Project. 
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As noted earlier in this section, FTA made Section 106 findings of adverse effect for the following historic sites: 
Grand Rounds Historic District, the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad Depot, the Kenilworth 
Lagoon, and archaeological sites 21HE0436 and 21HE0437. See Section 3.5.1.3 of the Final EIS for a 
description of the criteria and process used to reach a determination of effect. Tables 3.5-2 and 3.5-3 of the 
Final EIS summarize potential effects on architecture/history and archaeological properties considered; the 
rationale for the finding of effect for each property, as determined through the Section 106 process; and 
measures that have been, or will be, integrated into the Project’s design to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
adverse effects on historic properties. These measures are documented in the Project’s Section 106 MOA. A 
detailed discussion of the Project’s effects on each historic property, including the rationale and final finding of 
effect for each property, and the final Section 106 determination of effect of the Project on historic properties 
as a whole are contained in the Assessment of Effects report in Appendix H. 

FTA, is responsible for the Project’s implementation of the Section 106 consultation process, which spanned from 
2008 through 2016. A listing of the Project’s Section 106-related meetings is included in Section 3.5 and included 
numerous Section 106 consulting party meetings. Section 106 meeting-related documentation is included in 
Appendix C. Section 106-related agency correspondence is documented in Appendix N. Signatories and invited 
signatories to the Section 106 MOA include the FTA, MnHPO, MnDOT and the Council. As documented in the Draft 
EIS, the STB agreed to become a Cooperating Agency in August 2012, because several alternatives under 
evaluation at the time would have required STB approval to be implemented. Subsequent to the publication of the 
Draft EIS the freight rail modifications to be incorporated into the proposed action can be implemented without 
STB approval. As such, FTA and the STB agreed that STB would participate in the Project’s NEPA process, but 
there would be no need for STB’s expertise in the Project’s NEPA review. Consequently, there would be no need for 
STB to formally take part in the Project’s Section 106 process. 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.8, Section 106 consultation efforts were coordinated with the NEPA process and 
related outreach activities and events. In particular, opportunities for the public to review information pertaining 
to and provide comments related to steps in the Section 106 process were incorporated, as appropriate, into 
public meetings related to NEPA, design and engineering processes, such as open houses held on station design 
options near historic properties. At these meetings, information was shared summarizing the steps in the Section 
106 process, historic properties identified, and effects to historic properties. A list of meetings related to public 
involvement efforts is included in Section 3.5. 

S.2 Impacts to Section 4(f) parkland and recreation properties 
Summary of Comments: Several commenters, including the cities of Minneapolis and St. Louis Park, TC&W, 
and MPRB, stated that the description of potential use of various Section 4(f)-protected recreation properties 
in the vicinity of the Kenilworth Corridor was unclear and that subsequent preliminary Section 4(f) 
determinations were unsubstantiated. The City of Minneapolis and MPRB expressed concerns about Project 
impacts to these properties, including preserving the natural setting of these places. USEPA noted that the 
Project should be designed to avoid impacts to Nine Mile Creek Conservation Area. One commenter noted that 
it should be clearly stated in the EIS that the LRT regional trails within HCRRA right-of-way are not protected 
under Section 4(f). Another commenter noted that coordination with commuter cyclists using local trails in 
the Kenilworth Corridor during construction should be undertaken by the Project. MPRB commented that 
parkland altered by the Project (e.g., as a result of temporary construction activities) should be returned to the 
same or better condition as before construction of the Project, and that park property should not be used 
permanently as part of the Project. Several commenters expressed concerns about impacts to the Grand 
Rounds Scenic Byway and noted that the Section 4(f) analysis did not include a discussion of potential use of 
the Byway. See Theme N.1 for responses to non-Section 4(f)-specific comments regarding park and recreation 
properties.  

Response: As described above, since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, 
the Council has incorporated design adjustments, including freight rail modifications, into the Project. These 
design adjustments also reflect additional analyses and evaluations, including compliance with Section 4(f), as 
well as incorporation of various avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures incorporated into the Project. 
As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities that occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, 
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many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through incorporation of the design 
adjustments made since those comments were received. Section 6.2 of the Final EIS describes the Section 4(f) 
determinations that have changed from the Draft EIS (and Supplemental Draft EIS) to the Final EIS.  

Following is a description of the changes in Section 4(f) determinations that have occurred since publication of 
the Draft EIS for park and recreation properties. Note that in all cases, Section 4(f) determinations in the draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluations completed for the Project were characterized as potential or preliminary and that within 
the Final EIS those Section4(f) determinations are final, including written concurrence from the appropriate 
official with jurisdiction, where applicable. 

• Purgatory Creek Park. Due to design adjustments in Eden Prairie (addressed in Theme F of this appendix), 
the Project will include temporary construction activities within Purgatory Creek Park. The portion of the 
park to be temporarily occupied during construction will be restored to existing conditions or better. FTA, 
with written concurrence from the City of Eden Prairie, determined that there will be no permanent Section 
4(f) use of Purgatory Creek Park and that proposed construction activities within the park will meet the 
criteria for a Temporary Occupancy Exception. 

• Nine Mile Creek Conservation Area. As noted in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS), Section 4(f) was found not to apply to the Nine Mile Creek Conservation Area because its primary 
purpose is not as a park or recreation area but rather as a conservation area/open space that is not a 
designated wildlife or waterfowl refuge. Section 3.6 of the Final EIS provides an assessment of impacts to the 
Nine Mile Creek Conservation Area. 

• Opus Development Area Trail Network. The Project will permanently alter relatively short sections of the 
Opus development area trail network to accommodate the introduction of the light rail alignment, Opus 
Station, and related improvements. The design of the Project has been developed to minimize the area of the 
trail network to be modified. Further, Project designs have ensured and will continue to ensure that all 
existing trail connections will be maintained during and after construction of the Project. FTA requested and 
received written concurrence from the City of Minnetonka regarding FTA’s final de minimis impact 
determination for the Opus development area trail network. 

• Park Siding Park. As a result of design adjustments made since publication of the Drat EIS, the Project’s 
temporary occupancy of the park described in the Draft EIS will be avoided. 

• Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon, an element of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park. As 
described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, design adjustments and mitigation measures have been incorporated 
into the Project that will avoid adverse impacts to the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the 
Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon, an element of the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes Regional Park, for Section 4(f) 
protection. For example, the horizontal clearances between the banks and the new piers will be of sufficient 
width to accommodate recreational activities that occur within the channel/lagoon. FTA concluded, and the 
MPRB concurred in writing that there will be a Section 4(f) de minimis use of Kenilworth Channel/Lagoon. 

• Cedar Lake Park. Since publication of the Draft EIS, the design of the Project has been adjusted to avoid a 
Section 4(f) use of Cedar Lake Park. The Project will, however, result in temporary construction activities 
within Cedar Lake Park, particularly the extension of a sidewalk on West 21st Street and the adjustment to 
the alignment of North Cedar Lake Trail at Cedar Lake Junction. FTA, with written concurrence from the 
MPRB, determined that those construction activities meet the criteria for a Section 4(f) temporary occupancy 
exception. In the Draft EIS, it was thought that MPRB owned two parcels of land west of the HCRRA right-of-
way and north of the Kenilworth Lagoon, which will be acquired for the Project and that use (0.81 acres) was 
ascribed to Cedar Lake Park. Through real property research conducted by MnDOT right-of-way staff, it was 
subsequently determined that this land is currently owned by BNSF and, as such, purchase of those properties 
from BNSF will not constitute a Section 4(f) use because those properties are privately owned.  

• Bryn Mawr Meadows Park. The Project will result in a variety of permanent and short-term (construction-
related) changes to Bryn Mawr Meadows Park. In particular, the Luce Line Trail will be realigned within Bryn 
Mawr Meadows Park to allow the trail to cross over a new bridge that will cross BNSF freight tracks to the 
east, connecting to the proposed Van White Station and Cedar Lake Trail (which provides connections to the 
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Kenilworth Trail). A new bicycle/pedestrian bridge will replace the existing bridge that crosses BNSF freight 
rail tracks toward the south. FTA concluded, and the MPRB concurred in writing, that there will be no adverse 
impacts to the activities, features, and attributes of Bryn Mawr Meadows Park and, as a result, that there will 
be a Section 4(f) de minimis use of Bryn Mawr Meadows Park. 

• Commuter Trails within HCRRA Right-of-Way. Section 4.5 and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS note that the 
existing trails within the HCRRA right-of-way in the Kenilworth Corridor (Cedar Lake Trail, Kenilworth Trail, 
Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail, and Minnesota Bluffs LRT Regional Trail) are an interim use allowed under 
permits granted by HCRRA to the trail owner. Because they are an interim use within an established 
transportation right-of-way, these trails are not subject to protection as Section 4(f) properties (as per 23 
CFR 774.11[h]). See Theme P-5 for more information regarding concerns about Project impacts to non-
Section 4(f) bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

• Grand Rounds National Scenic Byway. As noted in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, the Grand Rounds 
National Scenic Byway, which includes Cedar Lake Parkway, is not a Section 4(f)-protected park/recreation 
property (i.e., it was designated a National Scenic Byway by the FHWA in 1998). The designation of a road, 
such as Cedar Lake Parkway, as a scenic byway is not intended to create a park or recreation area within the 
meaning of 49 U.S.C. 303 or 23 U.S.C. 138 and as such it is not considered a Section 4(f) park/recreation 
property. 

S.3 Impacts to Section 4(f) historic properties 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received several comments expressing concern about the 
Section 4(f) evaluation of historic properties, including from the cities of St. Louis Park and Minneapolis and 
MPRB. Commenters expressed concerns about the adequacy of that analysis. The evaluation of three historic 
properties within the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation were highlighted in the comments: Cedar Lake Parkway; 
Kenilworth Lagoon; and the Grand Rounds Historic District. 

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, FTA and Council have 
advanced the Project’s Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes, to determine the Project’s use of Section 4(f) 
protected historic properties. The Section 4(f) determinations for historic properties are based on the Section 106 
determinations of effect for those properties and on the Section 106 work to avoid or resolve any adverse effects 
to the historic properties. As a result of the design adjustment process and other activities that occurred since 
publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed through 
incorporation of the design adjustments made since those comments were received.  

Following is a description of the changes to Section 4(f) determinations for historic properties that have occurred 
since publication of the Draft EIS. Note that in all cases, Section 4(f) determinations in the Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluations for historic properties were characterized as potential or preliminary, and that within the Final 
Section 4(f) Evaluation those Section 4(f) determinations are final, including MnHPO’s written concurrence as the 
official with jurisdiction, where applicable. 

• Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway Depot. FTA determined that there will be no permanent or temporary 
Section 4(f) use of the Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway Depot historic property under the Project and that, 
based on the associated Section 106 finding of No Adverse Effect, the proximity impacts associated with the 
Project will not result in a Section 4(f) constructive use of the property; as such, there will be no Section 4(f) 
use of the property. 

• Minikahda Club. The Project will result in some minor temporary construction activities within the 
Minikahda Club. FTA, MnDOT CRU and Council staff consulted with MnHPO through the Section 106 process 
to review the project’s construction plan in the vicinity of the Minikahda Club. MnHPO concurred in writing 
with FTA’s determination that the Section 4(f) temporary occupation exception criteria will be met by the 
Project. 

• Cedar Lake Parkway. As a result of the design adjustments made since publication of the Draft EIS, the 
proposed light rail alignment will be in a shallow tunnel that will be constructed between West Lake Street 
and just south of the Kenilworth Lagoon. As a result, the light rail alignment will be in a tunnel under Cedar 
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Lake Parkway, rather than on a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway. The freight rail alignment will remain at-
grade across Cedar Lake Parkway. Because the light rail alignment will be in a tunnel between West Lake 
Street and just south of the channel, visual impacts at Cedar Lake Parkway will be substantially minimized. As 
noted in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, FTA made the following final Section 4(f) determinations: that 
there will be no permanent Section 4(f) use of the Cedar Lake Parkway historic resource property under the 
Project; that the proximity impacts associated with the Project will not result in a Section 4(f) constructive 
use of the Cedar Lake Parkway; and that the temporary construction activities under the Project that will 
occur within the Cedar Lake Parkway will meet the criteria for a temporary occupancy exception, including 
written concurrence from MnHPO. 

• Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District. As described in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, FTA 
determined that there will be a non-de minimis use determination for the historic Kenilworth Lagoon based 
on the MnHPO’s final determination of a Section 106 adverse effect on the historic property. In accordance 
with Section 4(f), the non-de minimis use determination for the Kenilworth Lagoon included a full evaluation 
of all potential feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives to the use of the Kenilworth Lagoon; all possible 
planning to minimize harm to the historic site, and an assessment of least overall harm in light of the statute’s 
preservation purpose. Measures associated with the Kenilworth Lagoon that will be incorporated into the 
Project are stipulated in the Project’s Section 106 MOA, which is included in Appendix H and in the 
appropriate sections of Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

• St. Paul, Minneapolis & Manitoba Railroad Historic District. While a small portion of the St. Paul, 
Minneapolis & Manitoba Railroad Historic District will be incorporated into the Project, the Project will result 
in a Section 4(f) de minimis impact to the property. FTA, with concurrence from the MnHPO and in 
consultation with other consulting parties, determined under Section 106 that there will be No Adverse Effect 
to the historic property. 

S.4 Impacts to Section 106 historic properties 
Summary of comments: Several commenters, including, the cities of Hopkins, St. Louis Park and Minneapolis, 
EPA, and MPRB expressed concerns about impacts to the historic Cedar Lake Parkway and stated that the 
analysis regarding the potential effects to Cedar Lake Parkway was insufficient. Similar comments were 
expressed by several commenters with regard to the historic Kenilworth Lagoon and the Grand Rounds 
Historic District, as well as other historic properties. In particular, the City of Hopkins commented that the 
Project should avoid or minimize any impacts to the Minneapolis & St. Paul Railway Depot. The City of 
Minneapolis noted that it supported the analysis of potential effects included in Appendix H of the Draft EIS 
and that it supports efforts to minimize project impacts on identified historical or cultural resources. EPA 
noted that the Draft EIS did not contain information on the status of consultation with MnHPO and 
recommend an MOA with MnHPO be developed (See Appendix N).  

Response: Since publication of the Draft EIS and the close of the Draft EIS comment period, FTA, MnDOT CRU 
and Council have advanced the Project’s Section 106 process to determine the Project’s effects on protected 
historic properties and to work to resolve any adverse effects. As a result of the design adjustment process and 
other activities that occurred since publication of the Draft EIS, many of the comments received on the Draft EIS 
have been addressed through incorporation of the design adjustments made since those comments were received, 
determinations of effect made under Section 106 and development of a Section 106 MOA.  

Following is a description of the changes to Section 106 determinations that have occurred since publication of 
the Draft EIS for historic properties. Note that in all cases, Section 106 determinations in the Draft EIS were 
characterized as potential or preliminary and that within the Final EIS those Section 106 determinations are 
final, including MnHPO’s written concurrence. Note that there were potential Section 106 determinations of effect 
in the Draft EIS for properties that would have been affected by alternatives other than LRT 3A-1 that are not 
affected by the Project, which is based on LRT 3A-1 (co-location). 

• Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway Depot. Due to design adjustments made since publication of the Draft EIS 
and avoidance stipulations in the Section 106 MOA, FTA, with MnHPO’s concurrence, determined that the 
Project will result in No Adverse Effect on the Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway Depot. 
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• Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad Depot. FTA determined that construction of Project 
infrastructure would result in an adverse effect on the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad Depot. 
Specifically, the introduction of a solid, approximately eight to 11 foot tall noise wall between the depot and 
the railroad corridor with which it is associated will sever the direct visual connection and relationship 
between the depot and the railroad, thereby altering an important characteristic that qualifies the depot for 
the NRHP in a way that diminishes its integrity of setting, feeling, and association. FTA also determined that 
stipulations in the Section 106 MOA will resolve that adverse effect. 

• Minikahda Club. While design adjustments since publication of the Project will result in some minor 
temporary construction activities within the Minikahda Club, FTA, with MnHPO’s concurrence, determined 
that the Project will result in No Adverse Effect on the Minikahda Club. 

• Cedar Lake Parkway. As a result of the design adjustments made since publication of the Draft EIS, the 
proposed light rail alignment will be in a shallow tunnel that will be constructed between West Lake Street 
and just south of the Kenilworth Lagoon. As a result, the light rail alignment will be in a tunnel under Cedar 
Lake Parkway, rather than on a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway. The freight rail alignment will remain at-
grade across Cedar Lake Parkway. Because the light rail alignment will be in a tunnel between West Lake 
Street and just south of the channel, visual impacts at Cedar Lake Parkway will be substantially minimized. As 
a result, FTA, with MnHPO’s concurrence, determined that the Project will result in No Adverse Effect on the 
Cedar Lake Parkway. 

• Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District. As described in Section 3.5 and Appendix H of the 
Final EIS, FTA determined that there will be a Section 106 adverse effect on the Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand 
Rounds Historic District. Measures associated with the Kenilworth Lagoon/Grand Rounds Historic District are 
stipulated in the Project’s Section 106 MOA, which is included in Appendix H and summarized in Section 3.5 of 
the Final EIS.  

• Archaeological Sites. FTA, with concurrence from the MnHPO, determined that the Project will result in 
Adverse Effects at two archaeological sites, 21HE0436 and 21HE0437, both of which will be destroyed during 
the construction of the Project (the term “destroyed” is used in applying 36 CFR 800.5 and the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards [36 CFR 68]). Measures to minimize and mitigate the adverse effect on the two 
archaeological sites are specified in the Project’s Section 106 MOA and summarized in Section 3.5 of the Final 
EIS. Adverse effects to archaeological site 21HE0409 will be mitigated through stipulations also included in 
the Project’s Section 106 MOA. 

• Other Properties. Section106 adverse effects to other historic properties will be avoided through the 
implementation of avoidance stipulations included in the Section 106 MOA, which are summarized for the 
applicable historic property in Table 3.5-3 of the Final EIS.  
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T. Concerns about cost and schedule  

Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received approximately 50 comments concerning the estimates 
of capital costs and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs in the Draft EIS, including comments from 
Hennepin County, the City of St. Louis Park, St. Louis Park Public Schools, MPRB, TRPD, and TC&W). Several 
commenters noted an error in the capital cost estimate for LRT 3A in Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS. Commenters 
were also concerned that certain elements were missing or incorrectly estimated within the Draft EIS capital 
cost estimates (e.g., missing the cost of the proposed park-and-ride lot at the proposed West Lake Station; the 
costs associated with freight rail for LRT 3A and LRT 3A-1 were not comparable; the capital cost of freight 
relocation was not accounted for). In particular, the MPRB and TRPD noted that the Draft EIS was missing the 
capital costs associated with trails. Some commenters also suggested that there was not enough detail about 
how capital and O&M costs were calculated. Another noted concerns about potential cost overruns. Comments 
received about the cost-effectiveness of the Project are addressed under Theme B: Opposition to the Project. 

Response:  Capital cost estimates for the Project, including the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and Locally 
Requested Capital Investments (LRCIs), in the Final EIS (see Chapters 2 and 7) are presented in the format of 
FTA’s Standard Cost Category (SCC) workbook, which is a template developed by FTA to provide a consistent 
format for reporting and estimating capital costs across projects seeking Capital Investment Grant Program 
funds. The workbook summarizes the Council’s estimated capital costs of specific components of the Project into 
ten common cost categories and the Project’s overall capital cost. The SCC workbook is also used to help translate 
current base-year dollars (i.e., 2016) into year-of-expenditure dollars. Year-of-expenditure dollars represent 
future-year dollars based on when those dollars would actually be spent by the project, a projected future 
inflation rate per year, and projected finance costs. Both base-year and year-of-expenditure capital cost estimates 
for the Project have been updated since publication of the Draft EIS to reflect the current design of the Project 
and current unit costs estimates. Some elements that were proposed to be part of the Project in the Draft EIS (e.g., 
the park-and-ride lots within the city of Minneapolis) are no longer part of the Project and are not reflected in the 
capital cost estimates in the Final EIS. The error noted in the year-of-expenditure capital cost estimate for LRT 3A 
in Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS was corrected in an errata publication by Hennepin County and is not applicable to 
the Final EIS because the Project is based on co-location of freight rail and light rail within the Kenilworth 
Corridor (LRT 3A-1), rather than relocation of freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth 
Corridor (LRT 3A). The capital cost estimate for the Project in year-of-expenditure dollars is $1.791 billion 
(without LRCIs, which are estimated to cost $29.3 million), as shown in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS (see Table 7.1-1, 
which includes line item costs based on the SCC workbook). The SCC workbook is described in the FTA web page 
“Standard Cost Categories (SCC) for Capital Projects” (see https://www.fta.dot.gov/funding/grant-
programs/capital-investments/standard-cost-categories-scc-capital-projects), which is cited in Chapter 7 of the 
Final EIS. The Project’s capital cost estimates will continue to be refined as the Council advances the Project 
toward a Full Funding Grant Agreement. Methods to help avoid capital cost overruns during construction include: 
use of risk assessments in reviewing capital cost estimates; strategic allocation of line-item and non-allocated 
contingency based on factors such as the level of design; identification of specific uncertainties or risks for line 
items; multiple layers of review; setting unit costs based on recent similar local projects and other applicable 
experience. 

Annual base-year and year-of-expenditure system-wide operations and maintenance costs for the No Build 
Alternative and the Project are also included in Chapters 2 and 7, respectively, of the Final EIS. The updated O&M 
cost estimates for the Project reflect adjustments to the proposed transit operation plan in 2040, updated unit 
costs, and design adjustments that have occurred since publication of the Draft EIS. The methodology used for 
preparing the Project’s O&M cost estimates is described in detail in the Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT) Service 
Plan Updates and Operations and Maintenance Cost Results for the Final EIS (July 2015), which is cited in Chapter 
7 of the Final EIS. Combined annual systemwide operating costs for Metro Transit/Metropolitan Transportation 
Services and SouthWest Transit are estimated to be approximately $1.392 billion in 2040 under the Project, 
compared to $1.309 billion under the No Build Alternative. 

https://www.fta.dot.gov/funding/grant-programs/capital-investments/standard-cost-categories-scc-capital-projects
https://www.fta.dot.gov/funding/grant-programs/capital-investments/standard-cost-categories-scc-capital-projects
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T.1 Funding of O&M costs 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received several comments concerning the funding plan for 
O&M costs. Most of those commenters, including Hennepin County, asked who would pay for the maintenance 
and/or operating costs of freight rail track modifications related to the relocation of freight rail from a portion 
of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor. A few commenters asked how Metro Transit’s net operating 
loss would be covered and who would pay for it. Other commenters asked if the revenue from light rail riders 
would break even with the line’s operating costs and, if so, how many years until the train breaks even, or if 
farebox revenues would not equal operating costs, how many riders would be required for the train to break 
even. Further, one commenter asked if taxpayers would be allowed to vote on operating funding for the 
Project.  

Response:  Operating costs to freight rail owners and operators were considered as part of the design adjustment 
process undertaken by the Council after the close of the public comment period on the Draft EIS (see Chapter 2 
and Appendix F of the Final EIS for additional information on this process). The Council coordinated with freight 
rail owners and operators on the modifications to freight rail that are included in the Project and operating costs 
are not projected to increase as a result of the Project. Operating costs for freight rail operators due to the 
relocation of freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor are not included in the 
Final EIS, because the Project provides for the co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor.  

The proposed funding plan for the Project’s O&M costs is described in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. The O&M funding 
plan addresses both Metro Transit/Metropolitan Transportation Services and SouthWest Transit, because the 
transit operation plans and costs for both entities would be affected by the Project. Table 7.2-2 of the Final EIS 
provides a line-item summary of O&M funding sources for both Metro Transit/Metropolitan Transportation 
Services and SouthWest Transit in 2040, based on the Project and the No Build Alternative. Funding for the O&M 
costs for the Project will come from transit fare revenues and from a combination of two other sources. After 
accounting for fare revenue, remaining operating costs will be divided equally between state general funds and 
the Counties Transit Improvement Board (CTIB). Minnesota Session Laws (2008) Section 473.4051 subd. 2 states 
that, after operating revenue and federal money have been used to pay for light rail operations, 50 percent of the 
remaining balance must be paid by the State of Minnesota. State funding for transit operations is derived from 
general fund appropriations, and is appropriated by the state legislature on a biennial basis. The cost and 
revenue of the Project are accounted for in the system-wide operating cost estimates and funding plan. However, 
the Final EIS does not identify costs and revenue solely attributable to the proposed light rail extension, because 
changes in O&M costs are a function of system-wide changes to transit operations under the Project. Therefore, 
the Final EIS does not include estimates of farebox recovery on the proposed light rail extension or estimates of 
ridership on the extension that would be required for fares to cover all of the light rail extension’s operating costs. 
Taxpayers concerned about the level of operating funding for the Project can communicate those concerns to 
their representatives in the State Legislature and CTIB, which will be providing operating funds to the Project. 
HCRRA is the current owner of the Kenilworth Corridor (see Exhibit 4.4-1). Future long-term ownership of the 
Kenilworth Corridor has not been determined and will be decided as a result of negotiations between the Council 
and HCRRA, prior to construction of the Project.5 As part of these negotiations, TC&W’s operating rights within 
the Kenilworth Corridor will be maintained per the terms of the existing trackage rights agreement.6 

See Appendix N for a summary of correspondence between the Council and HCRRA regarding long-term 
ownership of the Kenilworth Corridor.  

                                                      
5 The Council will take all reasonable actions to keep the Kenilworth Corridor in public ownership while it is being used for rail transportation 
of any kind, per the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Council and the City of Minneapolis (2014; refer to Appendix 
D). 
6 Source: Trackage Rights Agreement Between Soo Line Railroad Company, TC&W Railroad Company, and Hennepin County Regional Railroad 
Authority, August 3, 1998, and supplemented July 30, 2002. This agreement grants TC&W Railroad Company non-exclusive rights to conduct 
railroad operations within the Kenilworth Corridor, including the operation of freight trains, occasional passenger trains, locomotives, 
cabooses, rail cars, maintenance-of-way equipment, and other rail equipment.  
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T.2 Costs of mitigation measures  
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received several comments concerning costs associated with 
mitigation measures. Specific comments, including from the City of St. Louis Park and TC&W, raised concerns 
that the Project’s estimated capital costs did not include the cost of mitigation measures, such as wetland or 
noise mitigation measures or mitigation measures for St. Louis Park related to the relocation of freight. 

Response:  Since publication of the Draft EIS, the capital cost estimate for the Project has been updated reflecting 
design adjustments identified by the Council, increased level of design and engineering detail, and adjusted 
contingency estimates reflecting the current level of design. The Project will include the avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures summarized in Tables 3.0-1 and 4.0-1 of the Final EIS. The capital cost estimates for the 
Project in Chapters 2 and 7, including the use of contingencies, reflect and include those specific mitigation 
measures.  

T.3 Capital funding strategy 
Summary of Comments: FTA and the Council received several comments concerning the proposed funding 
plan for the Project, including concerns about the lack of specificity for local funding sources. Some 
commenters were concerned that the Project would lead to increased taxes and others were concerned about 
the effect of the Project’s federal funding proposal on the federal deficit, some questioning why the proposed 
federal share was 50 percent. Another commenter questioned how many years of operation it would take for 
fares to cover the Project’s capital costs. 

Response:  The assumption that 50 percent of required funds will come from the Federal Transit Administration 
is based on: the federal Capital Investment Grant (CIG) Program requirements; past local and national experience 
with similar projects; and the Council’s and its funding partners’ proposed funding plan. The CIG Program was 
reauthorized by Congress in 2015 within the five-year FAST ACT surface transportation bill; CIG Program funding 
for the Project is subject to Congressional appropriation. Under the Project’s proposed capital funding plan, the 
remaining 50 percent of the capital cost of the Project will be funded from the following sources: 9.2 percent from 
the State of Minnesota; 27.7 percent from the Counties Transit Improvement Board (CTIB); 9.2 percent from 
Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA); 3.6 percent from additional local contributions; and 0.2 
percent from the Federal Surface Transportation Program. Under the Project’s proposed capital funding plan, 
increased taxes are not anticipated for implementation. The capital funding plan covers the Project’s capital 
costs. Revenue from transit fares will be used to help cover the Project’s O&M costs, as described under Theme T.1. 

T.4 High costs or cost effectiveness 
Summary of Comments: Several commenters expressed concerns that the Project or its components cost too 
much or that the Project, components of the Project, or other alternatives were not cost-effective. 

Response: The merits of the Project relative to its costs and adverse impacts are discussed in Themes A and B, 
while Themes C through I address costs as one element in the evaluation of components of the Project or other 
alternatives and options. 

T.5 Schedule 
Summary of Comments: Several commenters asked if the schedule to open the Project could be expedited 
and suggested that the public review and comment phases should be shortened or eliminated. 

Response: The Project’s schedule is proceeding as quickly as allowable under federal, state, and local rules, 
including various requirements for public and agency review. The Project’s anticipated opening year is 2020.  
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U. Technical and typographical corrections 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received approximately 50 comments regarding technical or 
typographical corrections or stating that the Draft EIS included false or inaccurate statements. Commenters 
included the Cities of Minneapolis, Minnetonka, Hopkins, Eden Prairie, and St. Louis Park, MnDOT, MPCA, EPA, 
NMCWD, TRPD, MPRB, STB, businesses, community groups, non-profit organizations, and the general public.  

Response: Errors noted by commenters can be categorized as follows: 

1. The commenter correctly identified an error, and it was corrected in the Final EIS where applicable, or the 
issue of concern has been updated in the Final EIS. For example, the Three Rivers Park District noted incorrect 
trail names in the Draft EIS, which have been corrected in the Final EIS.  

2. The commenter incorrectly identified an error in the Draft EIS. For example, a business stated the Draft EIS 
failed to include Royalston City Market properties in the list of properties with affected access; at the time of 
the Draft EIS publication, the Draft EIS accurately disclosed access changes occurring at that location.  

3. The commenter identified an error in the Draft EIS that is immaterial to the information presented in the 
Final EIS. For example, the City of St. Louis Park corrected information relevant only to the relocation of 
freight rail from a portion of the Bass Lake Spur and Kenilworth Corridor, which is no longer an element of 
the Project.  
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V. Information requests, including requests to add information to the 
Draft EIS 

Summary of Comments: The Council and FTA received seven comments requesting specific information be 
added to the Draft EIS or Final EIS, including the City of Minnetonka, City of St. Louis Park, and the EPA. 
Responses to these requests are included below. Approximately 15 commenters requested specific 
information or posed questions in regards to procedural matters, including: 

• Requests for copies of the Draft EIS; 
• Technical difficulties accessing the document through the swlrt.org website; 
• Incorrect internet links; 
• Requests to be added to the mailing list; 
• Requests for copies of the public comments received; and 
• Confirmation of the Draft EIS public comment deadline. 

Response: Hennepin County or Council Staff responded to requests for copies of the Draft EIS, questions about 
the public comment period, and technical issues as the comments were received. Comments received on the Draft 
EIS are posted on the Project website, www.swlrt.org.  

Will there be any public statements or press releases with the status/timeline updated for the LPA selection?  

Press releases and information about the LPA selection process are available on the Project website, 
www.swlrt.org. 

What is the intent of the pink line in the Conceptual Engineering drawings?  

The pink lines indicate a trail.  

Are there plans to have express trains running from SouthWest Station to Downtown Minneapolis? If not, 
what are the proposed travel times? 

All trains will stop at every station between SouthWest Station and Target Field Station. Operating 
characteristics are described in Section 4.1 of the Final EIS.  

Provide the before and after noise data for Hiawatha, if an overpass at Cedar Lake Parkway is selected. 

The Project no longer includes a proposed light rail bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway; see Theme E, 
Concerns about LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor.  

Confirm the number of train trips per day and other operating characteristics. 

The operating characteristics are described in Section 4.1 of the Final EIS and have been updated since 
the Draft EIS.  

Confirm the Project alignment and status. 

The Project alignment is described and illustrated in Chapter 2 and Appendix E of the Final EIS and 
remains proposed pending a Record of Decision by FTA.  

Is there a “no action” plan for the new light rail going through Golden Valley? 

The commenter is referring to the METRO Blue Line Extension project; more information on that project 
is available at www.bluelineext.org.  

The City of Minnetonka requested improved maps of land cover types. 

Updated land cover maps are provided in Section 3.10 of the Final EIS.  

The EPA commented that the Final EIS should clarify where impacts occur and how impacts were avoided or 
minimized, or what mitigation will be included in the Project. 

http://www.swlrt.org/
http://www.swlrt.org/
http://www.bluelineext.org/
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Measures to avoid and minimize impacts caused by the Project (i.e., LRT 3A-1) were addressed through 
the design adjustment process undertaken after the close of the public comment period on the Draft EIS. 
Comments received on the Draft EIS, as well as input from Project stakeholders, were incorporated into 
the design adjustment process. Several of these design adjustments resulted in FTA’s decision to publish 
the Supplemental Draft EIS. The design adjustment process undertaken since publication of the Draft EIS 
was described in Chapter 2 and Appendix F of the Supplemental Draft EIS and is included in Chapter 2 
and Appendix F of the Final EIS. The current preliminary engineering plans for the Project, reflecting 
adjustments to avoid and minimize impacts, are included in Appendix E of the Final EIS. Further, the Final 
EIS includes identified mitigation measures for adverse impacts caused by the Project. Avoidance, 
minimization and mitigation measures for impacts to environmental resources, transportation-related 
resources, Environmental Justice populations, and Section 4(f) properties are identified in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 
and 6, respectively.  
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